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Yeh, Alice

From: Alicia Clark Alcorn <aalcorn@tpmlaw.com>

Sent: Monday, August 18, 2014 3:14 PM

To: Region2 PassaicLower8MileComments

Cc: 'Senator Robert Torricelli'; Michael.Daneker@APORTER.COM; 'Jeremy Karpatkin'; 'Kevin 

Coakley'; 'Liza M. Walsh'; 'Agnes Antonian'; 'Jeremy Farrell (jfarrell@jcnj.org)'; 'Jason T. 

Watson (jwatson@jcnj.org)'; 'Kevin M. Kinsella'; 'Francis J. Borin'; 'David Isabel'; Eric 

Tomaszewski; Kathleen L. Millian

Subject: Lower Passaic Comments

Attachments: 2014-08-18 Comments to EPA Reg 2 re Passaic River lower 8 mile proposed remedy 

plan (00078983xC4E0D).PDF

Please see the attached comment letter. 

 

Alicia C. Alcorn 
Terris, Pravlik & Millian, LLP 
1121 12th Street N.W. 
Washington, DC 20005-4632 
Main Telephone: 202-682-2100 ext.8471 
Direct Dial: 202-204-8471 
Facsimile: 202-289-6795 
E-Mail: aalcorn@tpmlaw.com 
  
The information in this e-mail is intended only for the use of the designated recipient(s) and may contain confidential and 
privileged information.  If the reader of this e-mail is not the intended recipient(s), you are hereby notified that you have 
received this e-mail in error and that any review, dissemination, distribution, or copying of this message is strictly 
prohibited.  If you have received this e-mail in error, please notify the sender by reply e-mail and destroy all copies of the 
original e-mail. 
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August 18, 2014

                             

                  TODD A. GLUCKMAN

                  MICHAEL L. HUANG

                  NICHOLAS SOARES

                  LAUREN E. SEFFEL              

            

VIA ELECTRONIC MAIL

Alice Yeh, Remedial Project Manager

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 

290 Broadway, 19th Floor

New York, NY 100007-1866

Re: Lower 8 Miles of the Lower Passaic River Superfund Proposed Plan

Dear Ms. Yeh:

On behalf of Interfaith Community Organization and  Hackensack Riverkeeper, Inc., we

submit the following comments regarding the Superfund Proposed Plan for the Lower 8 Miles of the

Passaic River, issued by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (“EPA”), Region II, on April

21, 2014.

Hackensack Riverkeeper, Inc. will be submitting additional comments on the Proposed Plan

for the Lower 8 Miles of the Passaic River under separate cover.  

We represent Interfaith Community Organization and Hackensack Riverkeeper, Inc., in

Interfaith Community Organization, et al., v. Honeywell International, Inc., 263 F. Supp. 2d 796

(D.N.J. 2003), affirmed, 399 F.3d 248 (3d Cir.), certiorari denied, 125 S. Ct. 2951 (2005), and

Hackensack Riverkeeper, Inc., in Hackensack Riverkeeper, Inc., et al., v. Honeywell International,

Inc., D.N.J., Civ. No. 06-022 , consolidated under Civ. No. 95-2097(JLL), both of which are citizen

suits brought under the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act.  

These citizen suits compelled remediation of chromium contamination to soils, groundwater,

surface waters, and Hackensack River sediments associated with numerous properties, totaling

approximately 130 acres, along the Hackensack River in Jersey City, New Jersey.  These various

properties are designated by the New Jersey Department of Environmental Protection (NJDEP) as

Study Areas 5-7.   Study Area 7 is also known as the former Roosevelt Drive-In site.   These

properties are shown on the map attached as Exhibit 1.  

Pursuant to the judgment of the federal court in Interfaith Community Organization v.

Honeywell International, Inc., and several consent decrees entered by the federal court in

Hackensack Riverkeeper v. Honeywell International, Inc., Study Areas 5-7 have been or are in the
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process of being remediated.  The remediation includes the excavation and removal of more than two

million of tons of toxic hexavalent chromium residue, capping in-place other hexavalent chromium

residue, long-term remediation of ground water, and dredging and/or capping of sediments in the

Hackensack River.

Special Master Robert G. Torricelli was appointed by the federal court to oversee the

remediation of Study Areas 6-7, including the Hackensack River sediments.

In 2012 and 2013, Honeywell International, Inc., implemented most of the required remedial

measures related to chromium contaminated sediments in the Hackensack River.  Certain limited

areas will be remediated in the future.  The remedial measures included dredging and capping along

the shoreline of Study Area 7 and capping of contaminated sediments elsewhere in the River.  The

remediated sediments are located from approximately Droyers’ Cove to the Route 1&9 Lincoln

Highway bridge.  A map showing the areas of the Hackensack River where the remedy has been

completed is attached as Exhibit 2.1/   

The areas of the Hackensack River where the remedy has been completed are just north of

Newark Bay in the tidal portion of the Hackensack River.  As EPA is aware, both the Passaic and

Hackensack Rivers flow into Newark Bay which is tidal.  Therefore,  suspended material and

sediment can be carried by the tides from Newark Bay upstream into the Hackensack River.  In light

of the tidal flow of waters in this area, we request that EPA take steps to ensure that contaminated

sediment and suspended material from the lower Passaic River sediment remediation will not

migrate via water flow and the tides into the lower Hackensack River where it can potentially re-

contaminate the river sediments that have recently been remediated.

We support the EPA’s proposed clean-up plan, known as Alternative 3 with dredged soils

management scenario B, that includes capping and dredging for flooding and navigation with off-site

disposal of dredged materials. However, we request that EPA carefully consider all potential impacts

of the proposed plan for the lower eight miles of the Passaic River to the Hackensack River

sediments remedy that has been implemented by Honeywell under the oversight of Special Master

Torricelli.  In addition, we request that EPA require that the Passaic River Lower 8 Miles

remediation include all measures necessary and appropriate to prevent contamination of the recently

remedied Hackensack River sediments from migration of contaminated materials suspended in the

water column during the Passaic River Lower 8 Miles remediation.

Thank you for your consideration of these comments.  If you have any questions or require

additional information or documentation regarding the Hackensack River sediments remedy, please

contact Alicia Alcorn at 202-204-8471.

1/Exhibit 2 indicates that capping is in progress in one area designated in yellow and that verification

of the cap is pending in 2 areas designated in orange.  The cap has been completed and verified in

all three of these areas.
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Sincerely,

s/ Alicia Clark Alcorn

Bruce J. Terris

Kathleen L. Millian

Alicia Clark Alcorn

Counsel for Plaintiffs

cc: Special Master Robert Torricelli

Michael Daneker/Jeremy Karpatkin

Kevin Coakley/Liza Walsh/Agnes Antonian

Jeremy Farrell/Jason Watson

Kevin Kinsella/Frank Borin

David Isabel/Eric Tomaszewski
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Yeh, Alice

From: Keri Jenkins <Keri@tparkerhost.com>

Sent: Wednesday, August 20, 2014 12:19 PM

To: Region2 PassaicLower8MileComments

Cc: Jeff Keever; Keri Jenkins

Subject: Proposed Plan for the Lower 8 Miles of the Lower Passaic River Released for Public 

Comment

Attachments: EPA - Lower Passaic River.pdf

Please find T. Parker Host, Inc.’s comment on the proposed plan for the Lower 8 Miles of the Lower Passaic River 

attached.  If you have any trouble in opening, please contact me. 

 

Regards, 

Keri 

 
Keri D. Jenkins 
Keri.Jenkins@tparkerhost.com 
 

T. Parker Host, Inc. 
As Agents Only 
500 E Plume Street, Stuite 600 
Norfolk, VA  23510 
757.627.6286 
www.tparkerhost.com 

 



T. Parker Host, Inc. 
Ship Agents and Brokers 
500 Plume Street E ast 
Suite 600 

August 20, 20 14 

RE: Lower Eight Miles of the Lower Passaic River 
Part of the Diamond Alkali Superfund Site 
Essex and Hudson Counties, New Jersey 

Ms. Alice Yeh 
Remedial Project Manager 
Environmental Protection Agency 
290 Broadway, 19th Floor 
New York, New York 10007-1866 

Dear Ms. Yeh, 

We are writing in response to the public comment period for the Lower Eight Miles of the Lower Passaic River, Patt 
ofthe Diamond Alkali Superfund Site, Essex and Hudson Counties, New Jersey. As ship agents, terminal operators 
and transportation providers in Virginia since 1923, and with operations along the U.S. East and Gulf Coasts, as well 
as in foreign countries, we believe we are in a unique position to comment on some aspects of the existing proposal 
to transport this dredged material only by raiL Additionally, we operate a marine terminal with the capability to 
receive this material and dispose of it according to the regulations at either our faci lity, or other facilities within a 
short trucking haul from our terminal on the James River, just south of Richmond, Virginia. 

In your publication titled, "An Overview of EPA's Proposal for the Lower Eight M iles, May 20 14" the proposed 
clean-up plan includes language that states, "Sediment would be dewatered locally and prepared for transport by rail 
for incineration and/or disposal in landfi lls." While this method could cettainly allow the EPA to achieve the 
desired results, we suggest that the EPA not lock itself into only one method of transport, by raiL 

We propose you consider, in addition to the rail transport, that barging the material for incineration and/or disposal 
in landfills is another option for the EPA. Most often water transportation is the least expensive method of 
transportat ion and by far, the safest. In Virginia, we have facilities that are capable to accept such material, of 
course after the analytics are determined, to dispose of the materia l. By locking in a singular solution the potential 
for delays, cost overruns and congestion may create unnecessary burdens on the completion of this clean- up of the 
Passaic River. 

Please consider such language as you deliberate the direction of the clean-up of the Passaic River, "Sediment would 
be dewatered locally and prepared for transport by rail or barge for incineration and/or disposal in landfills." We 
appreciate the opportunity to submit our comments and hope you will incorporate our suggestions in your final 
decision regarding the Passaic River. 

Sincerely, 

G. Adam Anderson 
President 

Mailing Address: Post Office 13ox 3729/Customhouse Station/Norfolk, Virginia 23514 
Telephone: 757-627-6286 Telex: 6734694 Host Va Fax: 757-627-3948 

E-mail: ops@tparkerhost.com 
www.tparkerhost.com 

Serving the U.S. East and Gulf Coast Ports 
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Yeh, Alice

From: Mary Anderson <andint@aol.com>

Sent: Wednesday, May 07, 2014 1:09 PM

To: Region2 PassaicLower8MileComments

Subject: Lower Passaic River Superfund Site

Dear Ms. Yeh, Environmental Project Manager, 
  

My question regards the plan to remediate the lower 8 miles of the Passaic River: 
Based on preceding phases of cleanup, how do you think the contaminated sediments will be 
dewatered, and what chemical additives will be used to accelerate dewatering? 

Thank you 

Mary Anderson 
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Yeh, Alice

From: Bob Andres <bobnygt@aol.com>

Sent: Monday, May 12, 2014 5:02 PM

To: Region2 PassaicLower8MileComments

Subject: We Support The Lower Passaic Clean-Up Plan

My family strongly supports the Lower Passaic River Clean-up Plan. 
 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Bob Andres 
 
email: bobnygt@aol.com 
Mobile: 973.464-6147 
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Yeh, Alice

From: Conserve <jonathan@jaffecom.com>

Sent: Monday, July 28, 2014 4:47 PM

To: Region2 PassaicLower8MileComments

Cc: jonathan@jaffecom.com

Subject: Help Save the Lower Passaic  - Email to EPA

Ms. Alice Yeh 

Remedial Project Manager, EPA 

290 Broadway, 19th floor 

New York, NY 10007-1866 

Dear Ms. Yeh, 

The EPA should more seriously review and consider other alternatives to its proposed 4.3 million cubic yard 

“bank to bank” dredge, such as a targeted “Sustainable Remedy” that would clean the entire River faster, with 

results comparable to those promised by the EPA’s bank-to-bank proposal and with reduced impact on the host 

communities. 

Thank you. 

Jose Arce 

jose@jaffecom.com 

96 Dewey Street 

Garfield 

New Jersey 

07026 



1

Yeh, Alice

From: Demetrio Arencibia <darencibia@hcnj.us>

Sent: Wednesday, August 20, 2014 4:00 PM

To: Yeh, Alice; Kluesner, Dave

Cc: Harold Demellier; Laurie Cotter; Massiel Ferrara; Joseph Glembocki; John Lane

Subject: Comments on EPA Clean Up of Lower Passaic River 

On June 23, 2014, as the County Engineer for Hudson County, I attended the EPA’s third public hearing, in Belleville, NJ, 

to state for the record my concerns regarding potential impacts from the EPA’s Lower Passaic River Restoration 

Project.  EPA’s presentation of the various different plan options and impacts of each was very informative. I am adding 

public comments for the record knowing that the deadline to submit comments is today, August 20th. 

 

Hudson County owns three movable bridges jointly with Essex County that span over the Passaic River: from north to 

south they are Clay Street bridge, Bridge Street Bridge and Jackson Street bridge.  We share all responsibilities and costs 

equally with Essex.  They are all over 100 years old and listed as historic with the State Historic Preservation 

Office.   Based on the inspection reports, both the Clay Street Bridge and the Bridge Street Bridge are in overall Poor 

condition and Structurally Deficient. 

 

The Hudson-Essex Joint Bridges have experienced serious problems in the last two years.   During Hurricane Sandy, all 

three bridges sustained mostly electrical damage from the tidal surge.  Electrical repairs including motors were made at 

a cost of $303,010.  We are expecting at least 80% reimbursement under the Federal Emergency Relief 

Program.   Subsequently last year, the steel shaft at Bridge Street Bridge ruptured and needed replacement.  Our 

mechanical contractor provided the repairs at a cost of about $157,000.  Nearly all structural and mechanical 

components on these bridges require special manufacturing as the parts are unique or obsolete.  CPG through their 

engineer CH2M Hill provided last year about $133,500 to Hudson County for $15,000.00 in reimbursements for repairs 

to the Jackson Street bridge, $32,480.00 for bridge operators overtime and $86,020 for our vendor to perform manual 

Bridge Street bridge openings for them when the shaft broke.   

 

Notwithstanding, the County of Hudson has already undertaken a feasibility study  for Clay Street Bridge (for 

rehabilitation, replacement, no-build or re-alignment) which is expected to be completed by the end of 2015.  After the 

study, design and permitting could take another three to five  years to complete.  A replacement bridge option can cost 

up to $100 million.   Similarly, the County of Essex will shortly begin a feasibility study for Bridge Street Bridge.  

 

The County of Hudson wants to support the best solution that expeditiously cleans up the Passaic River with as few 

bridge openings as possible.  Additionally, both Essex and Hudson Counties need assurance that it will be supported 

financially by the State or Federal government in the event any of its bridges encounter failure of any kind due to the 

dramatic increase in river traffic from the clean-up operation.  Due to the advanced age of the bridges many mechanical 

parts and other bridge components are no longer being produced and will need special manufacturing order requiring 

90 days or more to produce.  Hudson and Essex Counties cannot be held liable or accountable for any claims, damages 

or delay resulting from bridge failures and malfunctions. 

 

Furthermore, concern has been expressed from multiple parties about the abundant bridge openings that would 

severely affect traffic conditions and public safety in the west Hudson County communities and the City of Newark.  I 

understand from the EPA Public Hearing that as part of the feasibility study, the EPA will evaluate the Hudson-Essex Joint 

Bridges in terms of traffic impact, structural/mechanical condition and ability to operate safely and efficiently with the 

potentially astonishing amount Passaic River Clean-Up openings. 

 

I appreciate EPA’s public outreach efforts and allowing me to express my comments.  Should you have any questions, 

please do not hesitate to contact me 



2

 

 
Demetrio A. Arencibia, PE, PP 
County Engineer 
darencibia@hcnj.us 
Phone: 201-369-4340       Fax: 201-369-4346 
  
Hudson County Engineer's Office 
Building 3, 2nd Floor 
595 County Avenue 
Secaucus, NJ  07094 
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Yeh, Alice

From: Ann A. Aust <anniecloudgazer@gmail.com>

Sent: Thursday, June 19, 2014 5:00 PM

To: Region2 PassaicLower8MileComments

Subject: An area of great potential....

To Whom It May concern: 

Being a native New Jerseyan (though I now live in New York), I want to see as much of my home cleaned up 

and as healthy as possible.  During the holidays I take the train to visit family, connecting in Newark.  It really 

saddens me to see the waters and other parts of the area the way it is.  Likewise, however, I've often dreamed of 

how wonderful it could be if these areas were cleaned up and restored to being healthy & vibrant again.  I 

believe it can be done - it only takes will.  Please, let's do the right thing! 

Sincerely, 

-Ann 
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Yeh, Alice

From: Conserve <jonathan@jaffecom.com>

Sent: Wednesday, August 06, 2014 10:55 AM

To: Region2 PassaicLower8MileComments

Cc: jonathan@jaffecom.com

Subject: Help Save the Lower Passaic  - Email to EPA

Ms. Alice Yeh 

Remedial Project Manager, EPA 

290 Broadway, 19th floor 

New York, NY 10007-1866 

Dear Ms. Yeh, 

The EPA should more seriously review and consider other alternatives to its proposed 4.3 million cubic yard 

“bank to bank” dredge, such as a targeted “Sustainable Remedy” that would clean the entire River faster, with 

results comparable to those promised by the EPA’s bank-to-bank proposal and with reduced impact on the host 

communities. 

Thank you. 

Matthew Barone 

mattbarone@gmail.com 

344 Lisa Way 

Cinnaminson 

NJ 

08077-____ 

9083975510 
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Yeh, Alice

From: Conserve <jonathan@jaffecom.com>

Sent: Wednesday, August 06, 2014 10:55 AM

To: Region2 PassaicLower8MileComments

Cc: jonathan@jaffecom.com

Subject: Help Save the Lower Passaic  - Email to EPA

Ms. Alice Yeh 

Remedial Project Manager, EPA 

290 Broadway, 19th floor 

New York, NY 10007-1866 

Dear Ms. Yeh, 

The EPA should more seriously review and consider other alternatives to its proposed 4.3 million cubic yard 

“bank to bank” dredge, such as a targeted “Sustainable Remedy” that would clean the entire River faster, with 

results comparable to those promised by the EPA’s bank-to-bank proposal and with reduced impact on the host 

communities. 

Thank you. 

Melissa Barone 

menendezmelissa@yahoo.com 

344 Lisa Way 

Cinnaminson 

NJ 

08077-____ 

9083975510 



July 2014 

Ms. Alice Yeh 
Remedial Project Manager 
United States Environmental Protection Agency 
290 Broadway, 19th Floor 
New York, NY 10007-1866 

Dear Ms. Yeh: 

The New Jersey Alliance for Action is a non-profit, non-partisan statewide coalition of more than 
2,500 business, labor, professional, academic and government leaders. The Alliance is an 
advocate of investment in infrastructure for New Jersey's economy, environment and quality of 
life. Since our creation in 197 4, we have worked closely with each New Jersey Governor, the 
Cabinet, the legislature and local government as well as our members to create funding and 
secure permits for road, bridge and rail improvements, water projects, school construction, 
aviation enhancements, shore preservation, business expansion and other key infrastructure 
investments. 

In March of 2013, The New Jersey Alliance for Action formally announced our support for the 
Sustainable Remedy Proposal in a letter to the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency. This 
letter will serve as a follow up to reinforce that support for the Sustainable Remedy Proposal. 

We again ask the EPA to consider the Sustainable Remedy approach that has been proposed 
by the lower Passaic River Cooperating Parties Group. This approach will: 

• Minimize impacts to the business community and residents 
• Allow for the highest level of surface sediment to be cleaned up and capped in 

5 years. 
• Bring new green infrastructure projects and employment to individuals in New Jersey. 
• The most highly contaminated sediment would be removed from the River in a quicker 

time period. 

The Sustainable Remedy Proposal would utilize adaptive management to ensure that the initial 
goals set by the EPA would be met for reducing risk to humans and ecology in the Passaic 
River. 

It's for these reasons that the NJ Alliance for Action asks the EPA to strongly consider the 
benefits of the Sustainable Remedy Proposal during its comment period on the Proposed Plan 
for the lower 8 Miles of the Passaic River. 

Thank you for your consideration. 

Sincerely, 

rb~~ 
President 

Burlinr;ton • 
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Yeh, Alice

From: Betty <bettyjanem@verizon.net>

Sent: Saturday, July 26, 2014 2:58 PM

To: Region2 PassaicLower8MileComments

Subject: Dimond's clean up

I feel Dimond's successors should be made to remove all sediment contamination from the Passaic River.  An 

easy less expensive way should not even be considered.  Too many lives were ruined and what they did to the 

river is unconscionable. 

 

Elizabeth J. Bedrosian 

Montvale, NJMG 

 

Sent from my iPad 
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Yeh, Alice

From: Raji K. Singh-Bhathal <rajisingh34@yahoo.com>

Sent: Friday, August 15, 2014 2:17 PM

To: Region2 PassaicLower8MileComments

Subject: Support Alternative 2

Hello, 
 
Alternative 2 is a full bank to bank dredging of the lower 8.3 miles to depths of 20-30' that would totally remove the 
contaminants and permit boating to return to its pre-1950 levels. 
Alternative 2 would permit new docks, boat ramps, and bulkheads to be built.  No maintenance is required with Alternative 
2.   
Alternative 2 holds the polluters fully responsible and is truly a Restoration of the Passaic River.   
Alternative 3 would cap the river and not dredge the bottom. This will not work because of flooding and scouring of River. 
It is being proposed because it is cheaper, but will not last since ultimately the caps will fail.  Bank to bank capping has 
never been done before. This Alternative would also require regular costly maintenance.  
The Alternative 3 capping results in no Improved Boating, a no wake policy and a no anchor policy. The River would be 
capped after 80 years of silting, leaving the mud flats that prevent boats to reach the shore line, except at high tide.  New 
docks, boat ramps, bulkheads, and shoreline development would be prohibited. 
Alternative 3 would prohibit yachts, passenger and sightseeing boats from bringing fans to Red Bull Stadium, the Gateway 
Center, NJPAC, Hampton Hotel, and nearby restaurants.  The unimproved depth would prohibit the return of commercial 
shipping to North Newark. Capping leaves the bulk of the contaminated sediment in the River.   
Dioxin is one of the most deadly substances known to man that bio accumulates in people and is known to be the most 
carcinogenic. Dioxin is an extremely harmful substance not only to humans, but to the ecosystem as well. The Diamond 
Alkali plant manufactured pesticides, weed killers, and Agent Orange, the defoliant used during the Vietnam War. 
Under both state and federal law companies that discharge toxic chemicals into the environment that cause a loss of 
public use are assessed with Natural Resource Damages. The public fisheries, aquatic ecosystems, wetlands, rivers, and 
estuaries belong to all of us. When a company contaminates and prevents the use of that resource they have to pay 
damages. 
Rivers should not be Superfund sites they should be places where people can walk along the river bank or kayak. 
 
Sincerely, 
Rajdeep Bhathal 
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Yeh, Alice

From: Conserve <jonathan@jaffecom.com>

Sent: Thursday, August 07, 2014 9:25 PM

To: Region2 PassaicLower8MileComments

Cc: jonathan@jaffecom.com

Subject: Help Save the Lower Passaic  - Email to EPA

Ms. Alice Yeh 

Remedial Project Manager, EPA 

290 Broadway, 19th floor 

New York, NY 10007-1866 

Dear Ms. Yeh, 

The EPA should more seriously review and consider other alternatives to its proposed 4.3 million cubic yard 

“bank to bank” dredge, such as a targeted “Sustainable Remedy” that would clean the entire River faster, with 

results comparable to those promised by the EPA’s bank-to-bank proposal and with reduced impact on the host 

communities. 

Thank you. 

Anita Bianchini 

Bettibee5@aol.com 

338 West Passaic Ave 

Bloomfield 

NJ 

07003 

973-893-0329 
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Yeh, Alice

From: Conserve <jonathan@jaffecom.com>

Sent: Wednesday, August 06, 2014 3:16 PM

To: Region2 PassaicLower8MileComments

Cc: jonathan@jaffecom.com

Subject: Help Save the Lower Passaic  - Email to EPA

Ms. Alice Yeh 

Remedial Project Manager, EPA 

290 Broadway, 19th floor 

New York, NY 10007-1866 

Dear Ms. Yeh, 

The EPA should more seriously review and consider other alternatives to its proposed 4.3 million cubic yard 

“bank to bank” dredge, such as a targeted “Sustainable Remedy” that would clean the entire River faster, with 

results comparable to those promised by the EPA’s bank-to-bank proposal and with reduced impact on the host 

communities. 

Thank you. 

Megan A Bianchini 

mbianchini23@gmail.com 

17 Colts Lane 

Flemington 

NJ 

08822 

9085816710 
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Yeh, Alice

From: Conserve <jonathan@jaffecom.com>

Sent: Wednesday, August 06, 2014 3:13 PM

To: Region2 PassaicLower8MileComments

Cc: jonathan@jaffecom.com

Subject: Help Save the Lower Passaic  - Email to EPA

Ms. Alice Yeh 

Remedial Project Manager, EPA 

290 Broadway, 19th floor 

New York, NY 10007-1866 

Dear Ms. Yeh, 

The EPA should more seriously review and consider other alternatives to its proposed 4.3 million cubic yard 

“bank to bank” dredge, such as a targeted “Sustainable Remedy” that would clean the entire River faster, with 

results comparable to those promised by the EPA’s bank-to-bank proposal and with reduced impact on the host 

communities. 

Thank you. 

Tony Bianchini 

abianchini23@hotmail.com 

17 Colts Lane 

Flemington 

NJ 

08822 

9082272185 
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Yeh, Alice

From: Conserve <jonathan@jaffecom.com>

Sent: Tuesday, August 05, 2014 11:14 AM

To: Region2 PassaicLower8MileComments

Cc: jonathan@jaffecom.com

Subject: Help Save the Lower Passaic  - Email to EPA

Ms. Alice Yeh 

Remedial Project Manager, EPA 

290 Broadway, 19th floor 

New York, NY 10007-1866 

Dear Ms. Yeh, 

The EPA should more seriously review and consider other alternatives to its proposed 4.3 million cubic yard 

“bank to bank” dredge, such as a targeted “Sustainable Remedy” that would clean the entire River faster, with 

results comparable to those promised by the EPA’s bank-to-bank proposal and with reduced impact on the host 

communities. 

Thank you. 

David Blacker 

forsale1141@hotmail.com 

1141 cooper rd 

Scotch Plains 

NJ 

07076 
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Yeh, Alice

From: Conserve <jonathan@jaffecom.com>

Sent: Tuesday, August 05, 2014 7:49 AM

To: Region2 PassaicLower8MileComments

Cc: jonathan@jaffecom.com

Subject: Help Save the Lower Passaic  - Email to EPA

Ms. Alice Yeh 

Remedial Project Manager, EPA 

290 Broadway, 19th floor 

New York, NY 10007-1866 

Dear Ms. Yeh, 

The EPA should more seriously review and consider other alternatives to its proposed 4.3 million cubic yard 

“bank to bank” dredge, such as a targeted “Sustainable Remedy” that would clean the entire River faster, with 

results comparable to those promised by the EPA’s bank-to-bank proposal and with reduced impact on the host 

communities. 

Thank you. 

Steven Bloom 

sbloom13@live.com 

 

 

 

07974 
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Yeh, Alice

From: jonathanbone@netscape.net

Sent: Thursday, May 08, 2014 3:56 PM

To: Region2 PassaicLower8MileComments

Subject: Comments on the EPA proposal for the Lower 8 Mile cleanup

I represent one of the users of the river for whom the proposed cleanup has immediate impact.  I and the approximately 
eight hundred (plus) other rowers who have been reclaiming the lower Passaic for recreational/sport use in the past 
decade or so have an existential stake in the EPA's proposed operations from river mile 8.3 to the mouth.  I completely 
understand both the legal and the moral necessity of removing toxic contaminants from the accumulated sediment.  In 
principle, I support wholeheartedly the EPA's efforts to ameliorate the situation.  But I have grave practical concerns about 
first the project as described and second the proposed timetable. 
 
First of all, the scope.  If significant amelioration is needed upstream from mile 8.3, as seems likely given for example the 
ongoing Mile 10.9 dredge-and-cap operation, the logic of river flow would seem to argue that any upstream work should 
be done before the downstream.  I understand that there are all sorts of issues involved with the Cooperating Parties 
Group, which has its own proposed remedies for the river.  And I understand that tonight's meeting is on the lower 8.3 
miles.  But when are you going to resolve on a plan for the stretches upstream?  At a minimum I'd like to hear some 
indication sometime of what's being considered for the stretches to the north, particularly the fine-grained mudflats north 
of the PVSC facility, and why Mile 10.9 was so "hot" that it to be remediated at least a year or more before work will begin 
on the presumably more polluted lower river. 
 
As for the proposed timetable, the ongoing work at Mile 10.9 was supposed to have been completed last fall and not 
affect the spring rowing season.  Then it was supposed to resume in February and be completed in a month or so.  As of 
today, May 7, there are still barges clogging the river north of the DeJessa Bridge and while the capping has finally 
ceased, installation of the promised habitat layer doesn't look likely to be completed until maybe Memorial Day, if then.  If 
that's any indication of the amount of resources and organization the EPA expects to mobilize for the 4.3 million cu yds of 
dredging proposed for the lower 8.3 miles, by my rough calculations work will be completed not in five years but in two 
hundred eighty nine.  Obviously that's not going to happen - more resources are going to be involved.  But that in turn 
implies more traffic on the river, and on more stretches of the river at any one time, potentially clogging/closing the lower 
8.3 miles (and maybe more, depending on staging areas) to the detriment of some of the very river use the EPA is 
supposed to be doing this for.   
 
As a member of the community and a river user, I am apprehensive that the EPA's plans for remediation to date have 
given us recreational/sport users comparatively scant attention.  It goes without saying that we want a clean Passaic - as 
a single-scull rower, I can pretty much guarantee that in the last ten or twelve years I've been IN the river, and in its 
mudflats, more than most.  I've had all the first-hand experience with river pollution I care to, thank you, and I don't want 
future generations to have to burn their socks if they go wading.  But at the same time, I suggest that the EPA has a 
ethical and institutional responsibility to work with the high school, college, and community rowing programs already on 
the river to ensure that the removal of toxins doesn't inadvertently destroy our activities in the process.  I urge the EPA -- 
and whoever the work is contracted to -- to reach out to the rowing community, and to make every effort to ensure that its 
efforts to improve what's under and in the water also take into account those of us on the water. 
 
Jonathan Bone 
730 Ft. Washington Ave. #5G 
New York NY 10040 
 
. 
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Yeh, Alice

From: Bongiorno Productions <bonpix@verizon.net>

Sent: Wednesday, August 20, 2014 7:45 PM

To: Region2 PassaicLower8MileComments

Subject: Resident Comments to Proposed Plan for the Lower Eight Miles (of the Passaic River)

Dear Ms. Alice Yeh, Regional Project Manager, EPA- 

 

Re: public comment period on the Proposed Plan for the Lower Eight Miles (of the Passaic River): 

 

To the EPA: 

1. Can you fully apprise us of the health risks that we've been exposed to in past Passaic River Cleanups and 

will be exposed to in Proposed Plan and others? 

2. Are you planning to trap odors in your future Cleanups?  

3. Are you planning to station inspectors 24/7 in Newark to police odors?  

 

If the EPA cannot respond in the affirmative to all three aforementioned questions, then the EPA cannot 

proceed on the Proposed Plan for the Lower Eight Miles of the Passaic River. 

 

Kindly confirm receipt. 

 

Sincerely, 

Marylou & Jerome Bongiorno 

Forest Hill Newark Residents/filmmakers 

 



1

Yeh, Alice

From: Conserve <jonathan@jaffecom.com>

Sent: Wednesday, July 30, 2014 11:47 AM

To: Region2 PassaicLower8MileComments

Cc: jonathan@jaffecom.com

Subject: Help Save the Lower Passaic  - Email to EPA

Ms. Alice Yeh 

Remedial Project Manager, EPA 

290 Broadway, 19th floor 

New York, NY 10007-1866 

Dear Ms. Yeh, 

The EPA should more seriously review and consider other alternatives to its proposed 4.3 million cubic yard 

“bank to bank” dredge, such as a targeted “Sustainable Remedy” that would clean the entire River faster, with 

results comparable to those promised by the EPA’s bank-to-bank proposal and with reduced impact on the host 

communities. 

Thank you. 

Jama Bowman 

jama.b@comcast.net 

563 Pierson Street 

Westfield 

NJ 

07090 
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Yeh, Alice

From: Office <hawaiiancarlsson@hotmail.com>

Sent: Monday, April 14, 2014 12:35 PM

To: Region2 PassaicLower8MileComments

Subject: Passaic River Clean Up

Good Afternoon, 

I read the press releases regarding the proposed lower Passaic River Clean Up and would like to get some 

more information. Are you able to tell me if there will be a bid process for the clean up work to be performed 

and if so, when that bidding period is scheduled to commence? Will this be open to vendors eligible to work 

with the NJDEP or will all contracts be managed by the US DEP through the federal vendor system? If there is a 

purchasing agent who will be responsible for the bids/contract work that you can put me in touch with, that 

would be extremely appreciated as well. Thank you in advance for your time and I look forward to earing from 

you. 

Eric Carlsson 

609-575-4456 
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Yeh, Alice

From: Conserve <jonathan@jaffecom.com>

Sent: Friday, August 15, 2014 11:34 AM

To: Region2 PassaicLower8MileComments

Cc: jonathan@jaffecom.com

Subject: Help Save the Lower Passaic  - Email to EPA

Ms. Alice Yeh 

Remedial Project Manager, EPA 

290 Broadway, 19th floor 

New York, NY 10007-1866 

Dear Ms. Yeh, 

The EPA should more seriously review and consider other alternatives to its proposed 4.3 million cubic yard 

“bank to bank” dredge, such as a targeted “Sustainable Remedy” that would clean the entire River faster, with 

results comparable to those promised by the EPA’s bank-to-bank proposal and with reduced impact on the host 

communities. 

Thank you. 

Janice M Cassimatis 

jmcassimatis@gmail.com 

3 Featherbed Ln 

Hillsborough 

New Jersey 

08844-2507 

9086258051 
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Yeh, Alice

From: Donald Harris <dlh1226519@gmail.com>

Sent: Tuesday, August 19, 2014 2:04 AM

To: Yeh, Alice

Subject: Additional Letter of Support, alternative to the proposed FFS Plan.

Attachments: download-1408428062217.docx

 



INTEGRATED BENEFITS RESOURCES, LLC. 

333 SYLVAN AVENUE, ENGLEWOOD CLIFFS, 07632 

 

August 18, 2014 

 

Ms. Alice Yeh 

Remedial Project Manager 

Environmental Protection Agency 

290 Broadway, 19th Floor 

New York, NY  10007-1866 

 

Dear Ms. Yeh: 

Integrated Benefits Resources, LLC (IBR) is recognized as an independent voice of business in the State of New 

Jersey.  We continue to work towards promoting a vibrant business environment and economic prosperity 

through vision expertise and innovative solutions. 

IBR is writing to you today to express our significant concerns with the Environmental Protection Agency’s (EPA) 

Proposed Plan to dredge the Lower Passaic River from Newark Bay to River Mile 8.3.  We have real concerns that 

this approach would take decades to complete and would deter business development in River communities in 

Essex, Hudson, Passaic, and Bergen counties for years to come. 

There are a number of reasons that we are concerned with a bank-to-bank dredge of the lower 8 miles of the 

River, including: 

- The EPA’s Proposed Plan estimates that it will take 5 years to complete the dredging of the 4.3 million 

cubic yards from the River.  If the project in Lyndhurst at River Mile (RM) 10.9 is any indication, it will 

likely take decades to dredge this amount of material out of the River.  A multi-decade dredging project 

would hinder new development in North Jersey and discourage our existing businesses from further 

investing in the area. 

 

- As shown by the work at RM 10.9 and the recent replacement work on the Pulaski Skyway, New Jersey’s 

transportation infrastructure is aging and in need of repair.  During the RM 10.9 project, multiple bridges 

broke causing project delays that doubled the length of project completion.  A 4.3 million cubic yard 

dredge would require thousands of openings of the 15 bridges that cross the River between Newark Bay 

and RM 8.3.  Has the EPA considered what the impact of this project will be to the business community 

if one or more of these bridges breaks again?   

 

- The EPA’s Proposed Plan only addresses the lower 8 miles of the River and due to the high volume of 

material that will be dredged, there is the likelihood that recontamination will occur throughout the 

River.  A solution that addresses the full 17 miles and minimizes recontamination should be considered. 

 

- While bank-to-bank dredge of the lower 8 miles will address sediment contamination, the plan does 

nothing to address storm water runoff discharges from combined sewer outflows and other sources that  

 



INTEGRATED BENEFITS RESOURCES, LLC. 

333 SYLVAN AVENUE, ENGLEWOOD CLIFFS, 07632 

 

continue to contribute pollution to the Lower Passaic River.  Until these sources are addressed, the River will 

never be truly clean. 

IBR believes there is a more effective way to address risk to human health and the ecology and minimize 

disturbance to North Jersey’s economy. 

We understand that the Lower Passaic River Study Area Cooperating Parties Group (CPG) has proposed a 

Sustainable Remedy that could be implemented more quickly and follows EPA’s own guidance for 

remediation in complex river systems.  In addition, the shorter implementation schedule of the Sustainable 

Remedy when compared to a bank-to-bank dredge could encourage new businesses to invest in and 

develop new projects in the Passaic River region. 

This remedy also includes green infrastructure projects that would reduce the pollution that continues to 

enter the River.  We believe that these infrastructure projects would bring new employment and improve 

“quality-of-life” and business opportunities for New Jersey citizens. 

Integrated Benefits Resources hopes that the EPA will consider the impact that a bank-to-bank dredge of the 

lower 8 miles will have on the business community.  We believe that the Sustainable Remedy would be just 

as effective as a bank-to-bank dredge, while being less intrusive to the business community.   

We hope that the EPA will seriously consider this remedy during the public comment period. 

Sincerely,  

 

 

Jerry Chambers 

Managing Partner 
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Yeh, Alice

From: Conserve <jonathan@jaffecom.com>

Sent: Tuesday, August 19, 2014 3:09 PM

To: Region2 PassaicLower8MileComments

Cc: jonathan@jaffecom.com

Subject: Help Save the Lower Passaic  - Email to EPA

Ms. Alice Yeh 

Remedial Project Manager, EPA 

290 Broadway, 19th floor 

New York, NY 10007-1866 

Dear Ms. Yeh, 

The EPA should more seriously review and consider other alternatives to its proposed 4.3 million cubic yard 

“bank to bank” dredge, such as a targeted “Sustainable Remedy” that would clean the entire River faster, with 

results comparable to those promised by the EPA’s bank-to-bank proposal and with reduced impact on the host 

communities. 

Thank you. 

Lauren Chevlin 

laurenotr@hotmail.com 

571 Rosedale Road 

Princeton 

NJ 

08540 

609-822-3432 
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Yeh, Alice

From: Conserve <jonathan@jaffecom.com>

Sent: Wednesday, August 06, 2014 3:16 PM

To: Region2 PassaicLower8MileComments

Cc: jonathan@jaffecom.com

Subject: Help Save the Lower Passaic  - Email to EPA

Ms. Alice Yeh 

Remedial Project Manager, EPA 

290 Broadway, 19th floor 

New York, NY 10007-1866 

Dear Ms. Yeh, 

The EPA should more seriously review and consider other alternatives to its proposed 4.3 million cubic yard 

“bank to bank” dredge, such as a targeted “Sustainable Remedy” that would clean the entire River faster, with 

results comparable to those promised by the EPA’s bank-to-bank proposal and with reduced impact on the host 

communities. 

Thank you. 

Matt Chiller 

mattchiller@hotmail.com 
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Yeh, Alice

From: Conserve <jonathan@jaffecom.com>

Sent: Saturday, August 02, 2014 8:52 PM

To: Region2 PassaicLower8MileComments

Cc: jonathan@jaffecom.com

Subject: Help Save the Lower Passaic  - Email to EPA

Ms. Alice Yeh 

Remedial Project Manager, EPA 

290 Broadway, 19th floor 

New York, NY 10007-1866 

Dear Ms. Yeh, 

The EPA should more seriously review and consider other alternatives to its proposed 4.3 million cubic yard 

“bank to bank” dredge, such as a targeted “Sustainable Remedy” that would clean the entire River faster, with 

results comparable to those promised by the EPA’s bank-to-bank proposal and with reduced impact on the host 

communities. 

Thank you. 

Marilyn Cipriano 

gammi50@aol.com 

229 Phillips Terrace 

Union 

NJ 

07083 

9086872833 
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Yeh, Alice

From: George Clark <firefly4tcdd@gmail.com>

Sent: Wednesday, August 20, 2014 12:09 PM

To: Region2 PassaicLower8MileComments

Cc: Gary Spewak; George C. Clark; George Clark; Jessica Lowder

Subject: Comments on Proposed Plan for the Lower 8 Miles of the Passaic River

Attachments: 2014-08-19 Comment to Alice Yeh about Passaic River remediation.pdf; 2014-08-19 

CALUX flyer.pdf; Mathematical model for environmental samples - prediction of GC-MS 

dioxin TEQ fro XDS-CALUX bioassy data DBrown G Clark Environ Sci Technol 41 (2007) 

43.pdf; ES&T_2007_41(24)_8376-8382.pdf

19 August 2014 

  

Alice Yeh, Remedial Project Manager 

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 

290 Broadway 

New York, New York 10007-1866  

Or email to:  

PassaicLower8MileComments.Region2@epa.gov 

  

Re:  Comments on the Clean-Up Plan for the Lower 8 miles of the Passaic River 

  

Dear Alice Yeh: 

  

Xenobiotic Detection Systems International (XDSI) offers analysis for chlorinated Dioxins/Furans with EPA 

method 4435 or the CALUX® bioassay for Dioxins.  EPA method 4435 is a rapid high throughput analysis 

system for Dioxins that would provide great cost savings and time savings during the remediation of the Passaic 

River.  During remediation, analysis of the success of Dioxin removal or sequestration should be 

performed.  EPA method 4435 can be performed on site with a mobile laboratory and offer results in 

approximately 24-48 hours for less than $300/per sample.  This rapid reporting and cost savings would be very 

beneficial in speeding the remediation effort if the results were available on the site.  
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I am enclosing attachments to this email. Included attachments are a one page synopsis of the CALUX® 

bioassay for Dioxins (EPA Method 4435), and two scientific papers explaining the benefits of using our rapid 

analysis system during site remediation.  The EPA Method 4435 was approved for use by the NJIT through the 

New Jersey Corporation of Technology (NJCAT) program and is an approved method by the NJDEP.  The 

CALUX® bioassay for Dioxin analysis should be used to save time and money in the remediation of the Passaic 

River. 

  

I would be glad to forward to you much more information.  Please contact me (email: 

georgeclark@dioxins.com; phone 919-688-4804) so that we may discuss how the CALUX® bioassay could 

benefit the remediation effort of the Passaic River. 

  

Best regards, 

  

George C. Clark 

  

George C. Clark, Dr.P.H. 

President 



 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 

19 August 2014 
 

Alice Yeh, Remedial Project Manager 

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 

290 Broadway 

New York, New York 10007-1866  

Or email to:  

PassaicLower8MileComments.Region2@epa.gov 
  

Re:  Comments on the Clean-Up Plan for the Lower 8 miles of the Passaic River 

 

Dear Alice Yeh: 

 

Xenobiotic Detection Systems International (XDSI) offers analysis for chlorinated 

Dioxins/Furans with EPA method 4435 or the CALUX
®
 bioassay for Dioxins.  EPA method 

4435 is a rapid high throughput analysis system for Dioxins that would provide great cost 

savings and time savings during the remediation of the Passaic River.  During remediation, 

analysis of the success of Dioxin removal or sequestration should be performed.  EPA method 

4435 can be performed on site with a mobile laboratory and offer results in approximately 24-48 

hours for less than $300/per sample.  This rapid reporting and cost savings would be very 

beneficial in speeding the remediation effort if the results were available on the site.  

 

I am enclosing attachments to this email. Included attachments are a one page synopsis of the 

CALUX
®
 bioassay for Dioxins (EPA Method 4435), and two scientific papers explaining the 

benefits of using our rapid analysis system during site remediation.  The EPA Method 4435 was 

approved for use by the NJIT through the New Jersey Corporation of Technology (NJCAT) 

program and is an approved method by the NJDEP.  The CALUX
®
 bioassay for Dioxin analysis 

should be used to save time and money in the remediation of the Passaic River. 

 

I would be glad to forward to you much more information.  Please contact me (email: 

georgeclark@dioxins.com; phone 919-688-4804) so that we may discuss how the CALUX
®
 

bioassay could benefit the remediation effort of the Passaic River. 

 

Best regards, 

 

George C. Clark 
 

George C. Clark, Dr.P.H. 

President 

 

  
  

  
  

             
  

  
    

  
    

  

  

                                   International 

1601 East Geer St., Suite S 

Durham, NC 27704 

Phone: (919) 688-4804 

Toll Free: 888-DIOXINS 

Fax: (919) 688-4404 

Web: www.dioxins.com 
Email: info@dioxins.com 

 

Xenobiotic   

Detection  
Systems  

“Dioxin Bioassays” ® 

mailto:PassaicLower8MileComments.Region2@epa.gov
mailto:georgeclark@dioxins.com


XENOBIOTIC DETECTION SYSTEMS,  INC.  PRESENTS  EPA METHOD 4435:  

CALUX
®
 Assay 

 The XDSI Calux Assay is ideal for use as a low cost research tool to 

determine biological activity of dioxins, furans and PCBs.  These toxins have 

been known to accumulate in animals, causing species-specific and tissue-

specific toxic effects. 
 

 The firefly luciferase gene, used by XDSI’s CALUX Assay, activates 

dioxins in a time, dose and AhR dependent manner.  Furthermore, the XDSI’s 

CALUX Assay was designed to detect these toxicants in any medium or matrix. 
 

 This system is an effective screening tool that can be used to protect 

food supply, protect the environment and measure contamination (for instance, at 

industrial sites.).  Our system is currently used in the United States, Japan, Chile 

and Poland. 

 “XDSI is committed to providing quality 

analysis and developing biological assays to their 

fullest potential.  I am confident that our testing 

methods will exceed your expectations.  We look 

forward to fulfilling your testing needs” 

    

   -Dr. George Clark, President 

 

 EPA Method 4435 

 ISO 17025 

 SW846 Approval 

 Detects Dioxins, Furans 

and PCBs 

 Sensitivity of <1ppt 

 Detection in any medium 

 Cheaper than GC/MS 

 7, 14 & 30 day returns  

1601 East Geer Street, Suite S 

Durham, NC 27704 

Phone: 919-688-4804 

Fax: 919-688-4808 

E-mail: info@dioxins.com 

 

FAST 
RELIABLE 

AFFORDABLE 
REPEATABLE 

® Registered US Trademark and Patent Office 
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The Chemically Activated Luciferase Gene Expression
(CALUX) by Xenobiotic Detection Systems (XDS) bioassay was
evaluated for the determination of the presence of dioxin
and dioxin-like compounds in soil and sediment in two studies
conducted under the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency’s
Superfund Innovative Technology Evaluation Monitoring
and Measurement Technologies Program. In the first study,
the results were compared with those generated by established
laboratory methods (EPA Method 1613B) using high-
resolution mass spectrometry (HRMS). The study results
demonstrated that the technology could be used to screen for
dioxin concentrations above and below threshold values
(e.g., less than or greater than 1 or 50 picograms of toxicity
equivalents per gram [pg TEQ/g]); however, the results were not
linearly correlated to the HRMS results. A second study was
initiated to evaluate performance on a site-specific basis. During
the second study, the data from the XDS technology were
evaluated in four ways: (1) uncalibrated to HRMS, (2) calibrated
using an overall statistical model, (3) calibrated using statistical
models generated on a site-specific basis, and (4) calibrated
using site-specific calibration factors. The results showed that
TEQ data produced by the XDS technology were more
precise than the data reported during the first study. The
second study also demonstrated that site-specific statistical
models were better tools for understanding the relationship
between the XDS and HRMS data than a single overall model
generated from data from multiple sites. Ultimately, site-
specific calibration was shown to be the best approach because
it was a simple and accurate way of correcting the XDS
data and improving comparability with HRMS.

Introduction

Conventional analytical methods for the determination of
concentrations of dioxin and dioxin-like compounds in
environmental samples are considered time-consuming and
costly. U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) standard
methods require solvent extraction of the sample, processing
the extract through multiple cleanup columns, and analysis
by gas chromatography (GC)/mass spectrometry (MS) using
EPA methods such as 8280, 8290, or 1613 to quantify specific
congeners of dioxin. Budgetary constraints and lengthy
turnaround times for data reporting often limit the use of
these methods to characterize or monitor for dioxin at
contaminated sites. High-resolution mass spectrometry
(HRMS) analyses using EPA methods 1613 or 8290 can cost
from $800 to 1200 per sample, depending on the complexity
of the sample, the level of quality assurance/quality control
incorporated into the analyses, and the reporting require-
ments. A more simple and cost-effective analytical method
would allow site personnel to assess the extent of contami-
nation or direct and monitor remediation with less expensive
and timelier data.

The EPA’s Office of Research and Development (ORD),
National Exposure Research Laboratory (NERL), contracted
with Battelle (Columbus, Ohio) to investigate whether
commercially available bioanalytical methods produced
quantitative results comparable to HRMS data under the
EPA’s Superfund Innovative Technology Evaluation (SITE)
Monitoring and Measurement Technology (MMT) Program.
Technologies evaluated under the SITE MMT Program are
expected to provide better, faster, or more cost-effective
methods for the production of real-time data during site
characterization and remediation activities. One of the
technologies evaluated under the SITE MMT Program,
Xenobiotic Detection Systems Chemically Activated Lu-
ciferase Gene Expression (CALUX by XDS), is a bioassay based
on a generically engineered murine cell line that carries a
firefly luciferase reporter gene driven by an aryl hydrocarbon
receptor (AhR) dependent promoter that is activated when
the cells are exposed to dioxins and other dioxin-like
chemicals (1). The performance of the CALUX by XDS was
evaluated in two studies. The first study was a 2004 field
demonstration conducted in Saginaw, MI. The results of the
first study, published as an EPA report (2), suggested that
CALUX by XDS could be used to screen for dioxin concen-
trations above and below threshold values (e.g., less than or
greater than 1 or 50 picograms of toxicity equivalents per
gram [pg TEQ/g]). However, the XDS values did not dem-
onstrate a high linear correlation with HRMS method 1613B
data that were generated for comparison. After publication
of these results and presentations of the information at
seminars and conferences, the user and regulatory com-
munity showed significant interest in evaluation of the
performance on a site-specific basis. Consequently, in May
2006, a second study was launched to evaluate the CALUX
by XDS on a site-specific basis. This paper presents a
comparison of the results from the two SITE MMT studies,
demonstrating how relative performance was changed
through the use of a site-specific calibration procedure. While
there are many excellent articles in the literature that compare
the CALUX bioassay data with HRMS results for TEQ
measurement in environmental samples (1, 3–6), none of
these studies use a site-specific calibration procedure.

* Corresponding author e-mail: dindala@battelle.org; phone:
(561) 422-0113; fax: (614) 458-6697.

† Battelle.
‡ U.S. Environmental Protection Agency/National Exposure Re-

search Laboratory.
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Analytical Methods
Table 1 summarizes the HRMS and XDS methods, which are
similar in that they involve comparable sample extraction
and cleanup procedures, but they differ in analytical finish.
For the first SITE study, the HRMS data were generated
following traditional EPA Method 1613B (7). The HRMS
method estimates TEQs by calculation of the concentration
of individual chemical congeners and then multiplication of
this concentration by the relative toxicity of each congener.
The relative toxicities are assigned using toxic equivalency
factors (TEFs) determined by a World Health Organization
(WHO) committee (8) on dioxin-like chemicals. The WHO
TEFs were revised in 2006 (9), but the HRMS data in this
manuscript were generated prior to the release of the 2006
values. For the second SITE study, the HRMS data were
generated from a method used to characterize all of the
samples prior to the first study that was based on Method
1613B, but with modifications (see Table S1 in the Supporting
Information for a summary of the differences in the traditional
and modified Method 1613B). The modifications, including
the use of accelerated solvent extraction instead of Soxhlet
extraction, lack of secondary column confirmation, analysis
of less than 10 g of sample, and the use of estimated data
when the calibration ranges were exceeded, were performed
to reduce the time and cost of the analyses since the intent
was to provide an initial characterization of the TEQ values,
prior to analysis of the samples by traditional Method 1613B.
It was demonstrated during the first study that data generated
by modified Method 1613B (x) were comparable and highly
correlated to the data generated by traditional Method 1613B
(y) when plotted one-to-one (y ) 0.86x + 41, R2 ) 0.99) (2).
Therefore, for simplicity, all reference data are referred to as

“HRMS” throughout this manuscript; no specific distinction
is made between the traditional and modified 1613B
methods.

Estimations of TEQs based on biological response, such
as from the CALUX by XDS system, are often referred to as
“bio-TEQ” results because these estimates do not determine
the TEQs of individual dioxin/furan congeners but, rather,
are based on the biological response of the entire sample.
XDS implements a methodology involving a cell-based
method, coupled with processing of the samples, designed
to remove most of the nondioxin-like chemicals that may
activate the AhR before quantitative determinations of bio-
TEQ. XDS recognizes that not all nondioxin-like chemicals
will be removed, and additional cleanup for some com-
pounds, such as polynuclear aromatic hydrocarbons (PAHs),
may be necessary if the contaminants are present at high
levels (1). More detailed information about the CALUX by
XDS bioassay has been reported in the literature (1, 4) and
can be found on the company’s web site (http://www.
dioxins.com/pages/Publicationstechnical.shtml).

It should also be noted that both the HRMS and XDS
methods are capable of analysis of separate fractions for
polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs). Since the focus of the
second study was limited to analysis of dioxin/furan con-
geners, the results discussed in this manuscript are for dioxin/
furan congeners only.

Experimental Design
In the first SITE MMT study, a total of 209 soil, sediment, and
extract samples with a variety of distinguishing character-
istics, such as high levels of PCBs and PAHs, were analyzed
as described in the project’s demonstration plan (10). Samples
known to contain dioxin-contaminated soil and sediment

TABLE 1. Similarities and Differences between CALUX by XDS and HRMS Methods

method step similarities differences

sample preparation solvent extraction XDS extraction followed a modification of the EPA SW-846
Method 8290. Samples were extracted in an ultrasonic bath
with a 20% solution of methanol in toluene and then twice
with toluene. The extracts were filtered, pooled, and
concentrated by vacuum centrifugation.

HRMS extraction followed EPA Method 1613B sample
preparation. Samples were extracted with methylene
chloride using accelerated solvent extraction.

chromatographic column
cleanup techniques

XDS cleanup method employed a dual-column
chromatographic procedure in which the sample was
suspended in hexane and rapidly processed through a 33%
sulfuric acid silica gel column in series with a patented
XCARB activated carbon column to produce two extracts,
one containing chlorinated dioxins/furans and one
containing PCBs.

HRMS cleanup method followed 1613B in which gel
permeation chromatography, acid/base back extraction,
carbon columns, multilayer silica, and alumina columns
were used as needed.

sample analysis laboratory-based methods
technically trained operator

CALUX by XDS assay used a cellular culture that is incubated
to produce optimal expression of the luciferase activity and
the induction of luciferase activity (which is directly related
to the amount of dioxin-like chemicals) is quantified using
the luciferase assay kit from Promega.

1613B used HRMS.
quality control reagent blanks

laboratory control samples
matrix spikes
reference samples

13C-labeled standards used for HRMS methods were not used
for CALUX by XDS bioassay, but radioactively labeled
standards were used with the XDS bioassay.

data presentation results reported in TEQ Results for the CALUX by XDS bioassay were based on
relative potency values and called “bio-TEQ”.

Congener specific analysis for HRMS was based on World
Health Organization’s Toxic Equivalency Factors.
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were collected from 10 different sites around the country.
Prior to use in the demonstration, the samples were
homogenized and characterized by modified Method 1613B
to ensure that the concentrations of dioxins were over a large
dynamic range (<50 to>10 000 pg/g). Certified samples were
included in the study as ongoing performance assessments
for the reference method (see Table S2 in the Supporting
Information for a brief description of the site locations and
major contaminants for the environmental and certified
samples). XDS was not given information regarding the
concentration levels, dioxin congener patterns, sample types,
or sampling sites because technology developers did not feel
that such qualitative or quantitative information about the
samples collected from the sites was required. The XDS and
HRMS data were compared on a sample-to-sample basis.

In the second SITE MMT study, a total of 112 samples
were analyzed, segregated into five site batches. Soil and
sediment samples were obtained from those archived after
the first study, including some previously analyzed samples
as part of the first study and some unique samples that were
not used as part of the original study but were taken from
the same sampling locations. Samples included in the site-
specific calibration study experimental design were taken
from five of the ten original study sites. The samples were
stored in a walk-in freezer (approximately -20 °C) for
approximately three years, since the time when the samples
were collected for the first study. One sample from each site
was reanalyzed by HRMS to confirm that the concentrations
had not changed significantly (<20% relative percent dif-
ference [RPD]) since the initial analysis (see Table S3 in the
Supporting Information for RPD values by site). Certified
samples were not included in the second study because the
focus was on site-specific calibrations. In contrast to the first
study, where all sample information was unknown, relevant
information regarding the environmental site for each batch
was provided. XDS was provided with the TEQ concentration
and congener data for one quality control (QC) sample per
site batch; all other sample concentrations were unknown.
XDS was given the HRMS data for the QC sample to simulate
a confirmatory analysis that could be used to apply a site-
specific calibration.

In both studies, four individual replicates of each envi-
ronmental sample were included as blind samples so that
the precision could be assessed. In addition, several replicates
of an uncontaminated (blank) soil matrix were included.
Other QC techniques integral to the method, including
calibration and matrix spiking protocols, were also employed.

Results and Discussion
Comparison of Results from the First and Second Studies.
The XDS results from the first study are fully described in an
EPA report (2), which is posted on the EPA SITE program
web site (www.epa.gov/ORD/SITE). The results from the
second study are first reported in this document. The results
of both studies are included to show the difference in the
XDS results obtained by changing the analytical approach
and modifying the data analysis.

In the first study, XDS provided bio-TEQ results using a
single determination for each sample, operating the tech-
nology in the “screening” mode (i.e., the sample extract was
analyzed once). XDS operated the technology in the screening
mode because the initial study was conducted primarily as
a field demonstration (although some samples were also
analyzed in XDS’s laboratory). Table 2 summarizes the
performance of the CALUX by XDS technology in the first
study, including precision (reported in terms of percent
relative standard deviation [RSD]) and comparability (re-
ported as the ratio of the XDS and HRMS values and called
percent recovery [%R]). Table 2 represents a subset of the
total data set from the first study because it includes only the

TEQ data for samples that were also reported in the second
study. As shown in Table 2, the range of RSD values for the
XDS data was 13–84%. For comparison, the range of RSD
values for the HRMS data was 2–28%. The range of %R values
was 113–1611%, with an average %R value of 352%. Accept-
able values for RSD are typically less than 25%, while %R
values are typically between 75 and 125%. It is concluded
that the XDS results were less precise and generally showed
a significant high bias relative to the HRMS results.

To reduce the variance of their results, XDS implemented
its “comprehensive” analysis protocol (i.e., the sample extract
was analyzed three times) in the second study to provide a
more precise estimate of bio-TEQ. To minimize cost, all
second-study analyses were performed in XDS’s laboratories,
which is preferred for the CALUX by XDS method unless a
specially configured mobile laboratory is available. Table 3
lists the XDS bio-TEQ and HRMS TEQ results for each
sampling site. In a manner similar to that in Table 2,
comparability is expressed as percent recovery of the XDS
results relative to the HRMS results. As shown in Table 3,
across all sampling locations, the %R values for the XDS results
relative to HRMS results ranged from 96 to 662%, with an
average %R value of 279%. XDS results had the least
comparability to the HRMS results at the Winona site, with
percent recoveries ranging from 487 to 662%. The Winona
site was also contaminated with pentachlorophenol and
PAHs; it had the highest levels of PAHs of any of the sites
evaluated in the second study. The Tittabawassee River and
Raritan Bay sites also had poor comparability, with %R values
ranging from 240 to 371% and 289 to 365%, respectively.
Contributions from other contaminants for these sites (such
as PCBs and PAHs) were low. XDS results for the Solutia and
Newark Bay sites had the best comparability to the HRMS
results, with percent recoveries ranging from 96 to 227% and
118 to 140%, respectively. These sites had low-level PCB
contamination (1–100 pg TEQ/g) and low PAH contamination
(<5 mg/kg). As a measure of precision, the RSDs for all
sampling locations ranged from 1 to 28% for the HRMS data

TABLE 2. Comparison between HRMS and CALUX by XDS
Results: First Study, Uncalibrated

HRMS XDS

sample ID
ava

(pg TEQ/g)
RSD
(%)

uncalibrated
avb (pg TEQ/g)

RSD
(%) %Rc

Winona
cell #12 7318 2 32 796 13 448
cell #2 9998 9 161 095 78 1611

Tittabawassee
River

DNR 1 475 10 1689 16 356
DNR 2 37 6 136 46 373
IMP 2 1062 26 2517 34 237

Solutia
SS 2 65 13 218 24 338
SS 3 2923 5 4789 56 164
SS 4 2015 7 2282 84 113

Raritan Bay
RB 1 11 5 24 18 227
RB 2 13 2 30 21 232
RB 6 11 5 28 23 265

Newark Bay
NB 1 41 6 60 37 144
NB 5 16 28 30 32 185
NB 6 56 22 133 62 239

a Average based on analysis of four replicate samples.
b Average based on analysis of screening results (single
analysis) of four replicate samples. c %R ) (av bio-TEQ
result/av HRMS result) × 100%.
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and 9 to 28% for the XDS data, with the exception of the
Solutia site; in that case, the RSD ranged from 24 to 47% for
the XDS data and 5 to 19% for the HRMS data.

In the comparison of the RSD and %R values for XDS data
in the two studies, the second study demonstrated a
significant improvement in the precision of the XDS data.
However, the HRMS TEQs and the XDS bio-TEQs for most
samples still largely differed because the %R values were
typically significantly higher than 100%. To account for some
of these differences, the bio-TEQ data set was statistically
modeled to determine a relationship between the XDS bio-
TEQ data and the HRMS TEQ data. In addition, the TEQ and
bio-TEQ data were compared after a site-specific calibration
factor was applied to the bio-TEQ data.

Statistical Modeling. Statistical modeling was performed
to establish a relationship between the XDS bio-TEQ and
HRMS TEQ values and to generate an equation to convert
XDS data to HRMS and vice versa. A similar approach using
a mathematical model to describe the relationship between
XDS bioassay and HRMS data has been previously published
by XDS (1).

Statistical tests during the model-fitting procedure in-
dicated that the raw data were not normally distributed. After
a linear model of the untransformed data was fitted, the
residuals were tested for normality, and the null hypothesis
that the residuals were normally distributed was rejected
with a p-value of <0.01. Therefore, a linear scale was not

used. A natural log (ln) transformation of both the HRMS
and XDS values put the data on a more evenly spaced scale
and produced residuals that appeared to be normally
distributed. The transformed values of the replicates for each
sample and method were averaged. Least squares linear
regression analysis (11) was performed on the data. The
average ln-transformed data were statistically modeled in
two ways: as a whole data set across all sites (with XDS bio-
TEQ as the independent variable and HRMS TEQ as the
dependent variable) and with separate slopes for each site
(where site and XDS bio-TEQ were both independent
variables and HRMS TEQ was the dependent variable).
Predictive equations and 95% prediction intervals were
produced for each statistical model. The predictions can be
transformed back from the log scale (exponential) so that
95% prediction intervals can be produced for HRMS values
(see Figures S1–S6 in the Supporting Information for the
plots and equations for the statistical modeling).

There was good correlation (p < 0.0001, R2 ) 0.9708)
between the log-transformed bio-TEQs and HRMS TEQs with
the data not segregated by site. However, when either the
TEQs or the bio-TEQs were high, the 95% prediction intervals
were rather wide. For example, when XDS reported a bio-
TEQ of 10, the predicted HRMS value was 3 with a 95%
prediction interval of 1–8, meaning a 95% certainty that HRMS
TEQ will be between 1 and 8 pg/g. If XDS reported a bio-TEQ
at a higher level, such as 60 000 pg/g, the predicted HRMS
TEQ was 10 782 pg/g with a 95% prediction interval between
3772 and 30 820 pg/g.

When the TEQs were log-transformed and statistically
modeled by site, there was a better fit (p < 0.0001, R2 )
0.9966) than with the overall model (p< 0.0001, R2 ) 0.9708).
Table 4 shows the 95% prediction intervals for each site, with
the corresponding 95% prediction intervals for the overall
model. Bio-TEQ values were selected to compare HRMS TEQ
values generated by the site-specific and overall models. As
shown in Table 4, using the same bio-TEQ values, there is
less variability in the prediction intervals by statistically
modeling the data based on site. In most cases, the variability
is decreased by a factor of 2. In addition to decreased
variability, a site-specific statistical model is more repre-
sentative of site conditions than an overall model. Because
the congener patterns and matrix interferences vary by site,
no fixed relationship would exist between the HRMS-derived
TEQ and the CALUX by XDS response; thus, a site-specific
statistical model is a better representation of site conditions.

To test the site-specific statistical models using actual
XDS bio-TEQ data, the unique data from the first study were
inserted into the site-specific statistical models (generated
using the second study’s data). This was possible because
the first study contained unique samples from the same sites
used in the second study. HRMS TEQ values were predicted
from the XDS bio-TEQ values using the site-specific models
and compared with actual HRMS TEQ values generated in
the first study. The site-specific models worked well for
prediction of the HRMS TEQs from the first study’s bio-
TEQs for Raritan Bay samples, where 88% of the time the
model was able to predict a TEQ within a difference ofe30%
from the HRMS average results in the first study. The site-
specific statistical models were not as accurate at predicting
the HRMS TEQs for the other sites. The site-specific statistical
model predicted HRMS TEQ within a difference of e30% of
the HRMS average value from the first study 38% of the time
for Newark Bay, 25% of the time for Solutia, 50% of the time
for Tittabawassee River, and 50% of the time for Winona.
Each site-specific statistical model’s ability to predict HRMS
TEQ data compared with actual data from the first study was
likely also impacted by sample analysis in the screening mode,
which by design was less accurate and less precise than XDS’s
comprehensive mode designed to reduce variance. In sum-

TABLE 3. Comparison between HRMS and CALUX by XDS
Results: Second Study, Uncalibrated

HRMS XDS

sample ID
ava

(pg TEQ/g)
RSD
(%)

uncalibrated
avb (pg TEQ/g)

RSD
(%) %Rc

Winona
cell #10 8648 28 57 238 14 662
cell #12 8831 1 51 597 22 584
cell #2 11 071 2 56 021 10 506
cell #4 11 410 4 55 599 18 487
cell #8 11 259 4 59 452 22 528

Tittabawassee
River

DNR 1 435 5 1613 9 371
DNR 2 42 23 127 23 304
FFP 1 3127 7 8828 23 282
FFP 2 1048 19 2511 17 240
IMP 2 808 10 2101 28 260

Solutia
SS 1 846 18 840 38 99
SS 2 48 10 109 25 227
SS 3 3257 11 3946 24 121
SS 4 1833 19 2177 47 119
SS 5 1279 10 1234 28 96
SS 6 3951 5 3913 27 99

Raritan Bay
RB 1 14 7 51 18 365
RB 2 12 8 39 10 325
RB 4 15 11 43 10 289
RB 5 14 3 43 14 310
RB 6 13 7 42 17 319

Newark Bay
NB 1 45 26 61 13 135
NB 2 38 10 53 13 140
NB 3 32 6 39 19 123
NB 5 16 26 22 15 139
NB 6 62 14 73 9 118

a Average based on four replicate results. b Average
based on analysis of comprehensive results (triplicate
analysis) of four replicate samples. c %R ) (av bio-TEQ
result/av HRMS result) × 100%
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mary, statistical modeling of the data was rather complex
and did not prove to be highly accurate at predicting HRMS
values, although site-specific modeling was preferred to
overall modeling because of higher correlation and reduced
variance.

Use of Site-Specific Calibration Factor. Site-specific
calibration, used by EPA and other organizations (12, 13),
involves calibration of an alternative technology using one
or more sample results generated using a standard reference
method. It is most commonly used in conjunction with
immunochemical techniques to normalize the assay cross-
reactivity to site-specific contaminants (14, 15).

In the second SITE MMT study, the site-specific calibration
factor was derived from a QC sample in each environmental
site by dividing the HRMS TEQ result by the XDS bio-TEQ
result for the QC sample. Each XDS bio-TEQ result was then
multiplied by that factor to generate a site-calibrated bio-
TEQ result. Table 5 lists the averages of the bio-TEQ data
after the site-specific calibration factors and multisample
site-specific calibration factors were applied. The XDS bio-
TEQ results are dramatically more comparable to the HRMS
results after application of the site-specific calibration factors.
Percent recoveries across all sampling locations ranged from
60 to 218% (compared with 96 to 662% as shown in Table
3), with an average %R value of 109% (compared with 279%).
XDS results for Winona and Newark Bay ranged from 84 to
115% and 104 to 124%, respectively. XDS results for the
Tittabawassee River ranged from 60 to 91%. The site-corrected
XDS data for Solutia had the least agreement with the HRMS
data, with percent recoveries ranging from 93 to 218%.
Because one sample from a site may not be representative
of all site conditions, after the data were received, three to
five additional data points were used to refine the site-specific
correction factor. Results were slightly more comparable
when a multisample (n ) 5) correction factor was applied
to the Solutia data, with percent recoveries ranging from 80
to 189%. A similar improvement was achieved when a
multisample (n ) 3) correction factor was applied to the
XDS data for Raritan Bay. Percent recoveries ranged from
121 to 152% for the site-corrected XDS data, and the recovery
range improved to 97 to 123% when a multi-sample correction
factor was applied to the data. When either the single- or
multi-sample site-specific calibration correction for a given

site shown in Table 5 is considered, the XDS bio-TEQ data
generated %R values within 75 to 125% for 22 of 26 sample
sets (85% of the time), compared with 27% of the time (7 out
of 26 sample sets, shown in Table 3) when the XDS data were
not calibrated using HRMS data.

To further evaluate this procedure, the site-specific
calibration approach was applied to the first study’s data.
The results in Table 2 were calibrated using single-sample
and multi-sample (where appropriate) site-specific calibra-
tion factors derived in the second study. Because XDS
implemented a more precise analytical method (compre-
hensive versus screening) in the second study, application
of the second study’s calibration factor to the first study’s
data will not be ideally representative. Although the site-
specific calibration factor is not representative of the specific
analytical conditions of each method, a trend may be noted
because application of the factor should demonstrate closer
agreement to the HRMS data. Table 6 presents the results of
this evaluation. All 14 of the %R values in Table 6 had lower
%R values than when uncalibrated (Table 2), demonstrating
closer agreement to the HRMS values. In addition, half-of
the %R values in Table 6 fell between 75 and 125%, where
only one value was in this range in Table 2. The average %R
value was 143% compared with 352%. This assessment further
substantiates that the site-specific calibration factor is viable
for the transformation of the XDS bio-TEQ data into results
more comparable to the HRMS data.

On the basis of the results of these studies, the uncorrected
XDS bio-TEQ values and the HRMS TEQ values were not
considered to be directly comparable. A site-specific statistical
model proved to be a better tool for correlating the XDS and
HRMS TEQ values than an overall model that used data from
multiple sites. However, using a simplistic site-specific
calibration factor, a technique recognized and applied by
the EPA, yielded data that transformed the biologically-based
CALUX by XDS data to better agree with chemically-derived
HRMS estimates of contamination and, overall, was shown
to be the best approach for improving the correlation between
the XDS bio-TEQ and HRMS TEQ values. This data treatment
was straightforward, and the site-specific calibration factor
generated XDS bio-TEQ data within 25% of the HRMS TEQ
data 85% of the time.

TABLE 4. 95% Prediction Intervals for HRMS TEQs Based on XDS bio-TEQs Comparing Site-Specific Statistical Model and Overall
Statistical Model

XDS (pg TEQ/g) predicted HRMS (pg TEQ/g) 95% prediction interval

simulated
value

site-specific
statistical model

overall
statistical model

site-specific
statistical model

overall
statistical model

Winona
50 000 9033 9944 5078–16 069 3502–45 849

Tittabawassee
River

50 19 24 11–32 9–110
1000 327 668 208–514 244–1830
8000 3149 3529 1894–5236 773–9082

Solutia
50 30 24 18–51 9–110
1000 796 668 513–1235 244–1830
3500 3693 1938 2328–5856 382–4438

Raritan Bay
40 13 18 8–21 8–90
50 15 24 9–25 9–110

Newark Bay
25 19 10 11–31 5–60
50 38 24 25–59 9–110
70 55 37 34–89 13–148
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Because the direct linear correlation between CALUX by
XDS technology and the HRMS method was not always within
the normal acceptance range even after application of site-
specific calibration factors, the XDS method warrants further
investigation for other aspects beyond the scope of the studies
described in this manuscript. For example, identification of
other compounds contained in the XDS extracts that would
respond to and be quantified by the bioassay method but
are not being quantified by the HRMS method may reveal
why the results of the two methods are not directly
comparable. It is also possible that other factors inherent to
the XDS method (such as selection of a dilution factor, which
often varied within replicate sample analysis, and the

precision of the method, which was sometimes above
generally accepted levels) may influence the comparability.

On the basis of the findings of the studies, the XDS
procedure appears to work best to screen samples or to
monitor cleanup activities after HRMS data have been
obtained to characterize the site and provide the necessary
calibration data. Overall, HRMS and the CALUX by XDS
technology can be used in conjunction to provide a useful
tool for risk assessment and risk management decisions on
remediation of hazardous waste and contaminated sites. The
use of these two techniques in combination for estimation
of potential human health hazards in contaminated sites
would both speed remediation and reduce costs.
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Remediation of hazardous waste sites requires efficient
and cost-effective methods to assess the extent of
contamination by toxic substances including dioxin-like
chemicals. Traditionally, dioxin-like contamination has been
assessed by gas chromatography/high-resolution mass
spectrometry (GC/MS) analysis for specific polychlorinated
dibenzo-p-dioxins, dibenzofurans, and biphenyl congeners.
Toxic equivalency factors for these congeners are then
used to estimate the overall dioxin toxic equivalency (TEQ)
of complex mixtures found in samples. The XDS-CALUX
bioassay estimates contamination by dioxin-like chemicals
in a sample extract by measuring expression of a sensitive
reporter gene in genetically engineered cells. The output of
the XDS-CALUX assay is a CALUX-TEQ value, calibrated
based on TCDD standards. Soil samples taken from a variety
of hazardous waste sites were measured using the XDS-
CALUX bioassay and GC/MS. TEQ and CALUX-TEQ from these
methods were compared, and a mathematical model
was developed describing the relationship between these
two data sets: log(TEQ) ) 0.654 × log(CALUX-TEQ) + 0.058-
(log(CALUX-TEQ))2. Applying this equation to these samples
showed that predicted and GC/MS measured TEQ values
strongly correlate (R2 ) 0.876) and that TEQ values predicted
from CALUX-TEQ were on average nearly identical to
the GC/MS-TEQ. The ability of XDS-CALUX bioassay data
to predict GC/MS-derived TEQ data should make this

procedure useful in risk assessment and management
decisions.

Introduction
Hazardous waste site remediation is a complex and expensive
process, at least in part because the sites are typically
contaminated with a large number of diverse chemical
substances (1, 2). Initial characterization of these sites requires
rapid identification of the nature and amount of contami-
nants, and improved technologies for this purpose would
significantly expedite the initial phases of remediation.
Because dioxins and dioxin-like chemicals (DLCs) contami-
nate many hazardous waste sites under remediation, the
United States Environmental Protection Agency (U.S. EPA)
Superfund Innovative Technology (SITE) Program has been
evaluating novel technologies and comparing them to the
established high-resolution gas chromatography/mass spec-
trometry (GC/MS) technology for quantifying DLCs.

DLCs refer to a subset of halogenated aromatic hydro-
carbons, specifically 2,3,7,8-chloro-substituted polychlori-
nated dibenzo-p-dioxins and dibenzofurans and 3,3′,4,4′-
chloro-substituted biphenyls that produce a common
spectrum of Ah receptor-dependent toxicological and bio-
logical effects (3, 4). These compounds induce similar
toxicological effects in animals including weight loss, thymic
atrophy, immune suppression, hepatoxicity, porphyria,
chloracne and related dermal lesions, cancer, and reproduc-
tive toxicity (4-7). The spectrum of toxicological effects in
humans may not include all of the effects observed in animal
studies (8). The prototypical member of the dioxin family is
2,3,7,8-tetrachlorodibenzo-p-dioxin (TCDD). While the exact
mechanism by which dioxins and related DLCs exert their
toxic effects is not known, what is clear is that the alterations
in gene expression induced by these compounds are medi-
ated by their ability to bind to and activate the aryl
hydrocarbon receptor (AhR), a soluble intracellular ligand-
dependent transcription factor. Following binding to the AhR,
the DLC/AhR complex migrates from the cytosol into the
cell’s nucleus, wherein it is converted into its DNA binding
form and stimulates transcription of a battery of genes (9-
14). It is believed that the toxicity of TCDD and related DLCs
is related to the ability of these chemicals to induce persistent
expression of target genes.

The toxicity of a dioxin congener is related to the ability
of the congener to bind to and activate the AhR, and the
difference in relative potency between congeners can be
several orders of magnitude. To assist with quantifying the
overall impact of a mixture of congeners, the World Health
Organization (WHO) established toxic equivalency factors
(TEFs) for 17 polychlorinated dibenzo-p-dioxin (PCDD) and
polychlorinated dibenzofuran (PCDF) congeners and 12
polychlorinated biphenyl (PCB) congeners. TCDD, the most
potent congener, is arbitrarily assigned a TEF of 1.0, and the
TEF for less toxic congeners is <1.0 (15, 16). Reevaluation of
the 1998 WHO TEFs was recently reported, and minor
changes were made in some of the TEF values (17). In a
typical analytical study, the concentration of DLCs in a
complex chemical mixture is determined by GC/MS, the
amount of each congener present in the mixture is multiplied
by the congener’s TEF to obtain a toxic equivalent quotient
(TEQ) for that congener, and the sum of the individual TEQs
represents the overall toxic potency of the chemical mixture.
The TEQ estimate can be used for risk assessment studies
involving different complex mixtures (15-17).
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The XDS-CALUX bioassay, developed by Xenobiotic
Detection Systems, is based on a mechanistic understanding
of the ability of dioxin to activate gene expression, a step
critical in the toxic and biological effects of dioxins and related
DLCs. XDS-CALUX uses a genetically engineered murine cell
line that carries a firefly luciferase reporter gene driven by
an AhR-dependent promoter that is activated when the cells
are exposed to dioxin or DLCs (18, 19). The magnitude of the
induction response is directly proportional to the concentra-
tion of DLC in the sample and the degree of AhR receptor
occupancy and activation. When specific sample processing
procedures are used to eliminate the many non-dioxin-like
AhR ligands/agonists (20, 21) present in a sample extract,
this bioassay can detect dioxin and DLCs with a high
specificity and sensitivity in extracts from various matrices
(22-24). Furthermore, the XDS-CALUX bioassay is highly
quantitative, and using a TCDD standard curve, the reporter
gene signal can be converted to a CALUX-toxic equivalency
quotient (CALUX-TEQ). The CALUX-TEQ is a surrogate for
the standard TEQ generated by GC/MS. For the purpose of
this paper, TEQ will refer to GC/MS estimates of toxic
equivalency, and CALUX-TEQ will refer to XDS-CALUX
estimates of TCDD equivalency calculated from a TCDD
standard curve.

The present modeling procedure was evolved from a SITE
study sponsored by the U.S. EPA. The SITE study analyzed
environmental soil and sediment samples from 10 hazardous
waste sites contaminated with complex mixtures of dioxin-
like chemicals. Samples were analyzed both by XDS-CALUX
and by GC/MS, and CALUX-TEQ and GC/MS-TEQ values
were calculated and compared. Mathematical modeling was
employed to determine the relationship between these two
data sets. Subsequently, the equation determined by math-
ematical modeling of the SITE data sets was applied to a
second unrelated data set of environmental samples (part of
an EPA SW846 validation study) to predict GC/MS-TEQ.
Predicted TEQ and GCMS TEQ values were compared to
assess the validity of the modeled equation. The relevance
of the current results for future dioxin risk assessment and
risk management studies is discussed.

Materials and Methods
Chemicals. PCDD and PCDF standards were purchased from
Wellington Laboratories (Guelph, Ontario, Canada). Solvents
and chromatography matrices for sample extraction and
cleanup were purchased from Fisher Scientific and were ACS
grade or higher (Pittsburgh, PA).

Environmental Samples. The U.S. EPA, the Battelle
Corporation, and XDS conducted a U.S. EPA SITE study of
209 soil and sediment samples, including spiked samples
and standard extracts, in March 2004. Samples were obtained
from 10 hazardous waste sites undergoing remediation and
included Warren County PCB Landfill in North Carolina;
Tittabawassee River Flood Plain in Michigan; residential sites
in Midland, MI; Winona Post site in Winona, MO; Solutia site
in Nitro, WV; New York/New Jersey Harbors; Newark Bay in
New Jersey; two sites on the Saginaw River in Michigan; and
the Brunswick Wood Preserving Site in Glynn County, GA
(25). Samples contained various contaminants including
dioxins, PCBs, PCP, and PAHs. A complete description of the
sites and samples is available in a U.S. EPA report (25). GC/
MS analysis was performed by Axys Analytical Services
(Sidney, British Columbia, Canada), while XDS-CALUX
analysis was carried out by XDS, in a mobile laboratory
stationed in Saginaw, MI (40 samples), or at XDS, in Durham,
NC (169 samples). Thirty-six soil samples and eight ash
samples (part of an SW846 validation study) were used to
test the proposed mathematical model. Soil and ash samples
collected in Japan were analyzed by GC/MS at Hiyoshi
Corporation (ash and soil) (Omihachiman, Shiga, Japan), soil

samples collected at a U.S. EPA remediation site in Hawaii
were analyzed by GC/MS at Southwest Laboratories (Tempe,
AZ), and XDS-CALUX analysis was conducted at XDS, in
Durham, NC. XDS was blinded to the sample design and
GC/MS data in the U.S. EPA SITE study as well as to the
GC/MS data in the SW846 validation study (GC/MS data
were sent to an independent statistician).

XDS-CALUX Sample Preparation. Sample extraction and
cleanup were conducted as described previously (26-28).
Briefly, aliquots of each sample were extracted with toluene
and then purified by acid silica column chromatography and
a patented carbon column chromatography procedure (29).
Two fractions were subsequently collected from the carbon
column. The first fraction contained chlorinated biphenyls,
and the second fraction contained primarily PCDD/Fs (27,
29). Isolated fractions were exchanged into dimethylsulfoxide
(DMSO), for measurement of CALUX-TEQ in the XDS-CALUX
bioassay. Both fractions were analyzed for CALUX-TEQ;
however, in this paper, results for only the PCDD/Fs fraction
are presented and analyzed.

XDS-CALUX Bioassay Analysis. XDS-CALUX was con-
ducted in H1L6.1c2 cells, a mouse hepatoma (hepa1c1c7)
cell line stably transfected with the pGudLuc6.1 reporter
plasmid that carries an AhR responsive mouse mammary
tumor virus promoter and firefly luciferase gene (18, 19).
Samples in DMSO were suspended in cell culture medium
(RPMI 1640 supplemented with 8% fetal calf serum and 1%
Pen/Strep antibiotics) and added to monolayer cultures of
the H1L6.1c2 cell line in 96 well plates. Each assay was
calibrated with a TCDD standard curve and included positive
controls (solutions of TCDD and PCB 126) and negative
controls (DMSO and solvent blanks). Plates were incubated
for 20 h in a humidified 5% CO2 atmosphere at 37 °C, the
medium was removed, and the luciferase activity was
quantified (Promega luciferase assay kit, Promega, Madison,
WI) using a Berthold Orion Microplate Luminometer (Oak
Ridge, TN). All sample measurements were made in the linear
range of the assay (i.e., values near the middle of the standard
curve). Quality control criteria used for the analysis of XDS-
CALUX bioassay results were as described in Brown et al.
(26). The TCDD standard curve was modeled to a four-
parameter Hill equation using the least-squares best fit
method, and the resulting standard curve was used to
calculate CALUX-TEQ for unknown samples (26, 27). CALUX-
TEQ and TEQ data were collected and analyzed in a double-
blinded manner with statistical analysis conducted by an
independent statistician. The 209 EPA SITE samples were
extracted and analyzed in the screening mode of analysis in
the XDS-CALUX method that includes a single extraction of
a sample. Upon un-blinding of the SITE study design, it
became evident that there were 49 total samples within the
study. A summary of the breakdown of the sample classes
was 32 samples of soil and sediment analyzed in quadru-
plicate (124 samples), 12 performance evaluation samples
analyzed in quadruplicate except for two samples that were
replicated seven times (58 samples), and five extracts that
were replicated from four to eight times within the 209 total
samples (25). The performance evaluation samples and
solutions contained reference materials with certified con-
centrations of dioxin, furans, and/or PCBs, spiked samples
with a certified concentration of dioxin and/or other
contaminants, and blank samples. A complete description
of the SITE study design has been described (25). Analysis
of the samples by GC/MS was not blinded, and the replicate
criteria for generation of TEQ by GC/MS are not available to
XDS. SW846 samples were extracted and analyzed in triplicate
for CALUX-TEQ determination and presented as mean values,
and GC/MS TEQ analysis was based on single instrumental
determinations of DLCs by GC/MS determination of TEQ.
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Mathematical Modeling. GC/MS TEQ and CALUX-TEQ
values were fit to a statistical model. Initially, a generalized
estimating equation (GEE) (30) that accounted for the
correlation due to replicates using a base 10 logarithmic
transformation of the two variables was used. However, the
final model was based on the mean of the replicates. Input
data for mathematical modeling initially included all samples.
Subsequently, in developing a model for dioxins, seven
samples were eliminated that were PCB standards, and data
were limited to samples with TEQ values between 1 and 3000
pg/g with the model being generated on the means of 34
samples. Data presented are on 42 samples without elimina-
tion of the samples below 1 pg/g or greater than 3000 pg/g.

TEF/REP Conversion Factor. Calculation of conversion
factors for samples based on differences between WHO TEF
values and XDS-CALUX relative potency (REP) values was
conducted as described previously (31). TEQ values for SW846
samples were recalculated using GC/MS congener specific
concentrations and XDS-CALUX REP values (32) (see Table
1). GC/MS measurements for some congeners in SW846
samples were reported without non-detect (ND) negative
control values. Therefore, for this study, all ND values were
set to zero. Conversion factors (or averaged conversion
factors, where n > 1) were calculated by dividing the TEQ

for the sample by the TEQ calculated using CALUX REP
values. The TEF/REP corrected estimate of TEQ was derived
by multiplying this factor by the XDS-CALUX measured value
for CALUX-TEQ.

Results
Comparison of GC/MS-TEQ and CALUX-TEQ. GC/MS and
XDS-CALUX assays were performed on 209 SITE samples as
described in the Materials and Methods. During data analysis,
sample replicates within the data set were identified, the
data presented in the graphs represent the average for each
of 42 samples analyzed in quadruplicate, and the mean was
calculated for the samples after un-blinding of the data. GC/
MS-TEQ and CALUX-TEQ values calculated from GC/MS
and XDS-CALUX, respectively, are compared graphically in
Figure 1. The results show that GC/MS-TEQ and CALUX-
TEQ values are highly correlated (R2 ) 0.892). Variance is
observed between the two methods at very low or high GC/
MS-TEQs or CALUX-TEQs. This may indicate that GC/MS
and XDS-CALUX assays demonstrate increased variance at
or near the limits of detection of both analytical procedures.
The variance is also greater at extremely high concentrations
of dioxin-like chemicals. This is probably due to the XDS-
CALUX bioassay detecting additional compounds that ac-
tivate AhR but are not detected or measured by GC/MS
methods. The extreme dilution of the sample to allow
detection in the linear range of the standard curve also
contributes to the variance in estimating the CALUX-TEQ
for the sample. CALUX-TEQ values are consistently higher
than TEQ values (Figure 1), with CALUX-TEQs averaging 9.4
times higher than TEQ values. This is consistent with what
has been observed previously for environmental samples
(22, 33).

Modeling the Relationship between GC/MS-TEQ and
CALUX-TEQ. The data in Figure 1 (excluding samples with
TEQ values e1 or g3000 pg of TCDD/g) were used to derive
a statistical model for the relationship between GC/MS-TEQ
and CALUX-TEQ as follows:

This model was evaluated by predicting TEQ from
CALUX-TEQ using input CALUX-TEQ data from the SITE

TABLE 1. TEF REP Conversion for Representative Soil Samplea

congener
GC/MS
(pg/g) WHO-TEF CALUX-REP

WHO-TEQ
(pg of TCDD/g)

CALUX-TEQ
(pg of TCDD/g)

2378-TCDD ND 1 1
12378-PeCDD 4.6 1 0.73 4.6 3.358
123478-HxCDD 7.2 0.1 0.075 0.72 0.54
123678-HxCDD 17 0.1 0.098 1.7 1.666
123789-HxCDD 13 0.1 0.061 1.3 0.793
1234678-HpCDD 320 0.01 0.031 3.2 9.92
OCDD 7100 0.0001 0.00034 0.71 2.414
2378-TCDF 2.5 0.1 0.067 0.25 0.1675
12378-PeCDF 10 0.05 0.14 0.5 1.4
23478-PeCDF 13 0.5 0.58 6.5 7.54
123478-HxCDF 30 0.1 0.13 3.0 3.9
123678-HxCDF 34 0.1 0.14 3.4 4.76
123789-HxCDF 4.3 0.1 0.11 0.43 0.473
234678-HxCDF 82 0.1 0.31 8.2 25.42
1234678-HpCDF 270 0.01 0.024 2.7 6.48
1234789-HpCDF 44 0.01 0.044 0.44 1.936
OCDF 380 0.0001 0.0016 0.038 0.608

37.688 71.376
TEQ/CALUX-TEQ ) 37.688/71.376 ) 0.528

a TEF and REP values are shown for PCDD and PCDF congeners in a representative SW846 soil sample. Conversion factor was calculated as
described previously (31).

FIGURE 1. Comparison of GC/MS-TEQ and CALUX-TEQ for SITE
samples. TEQ was determined by GC/MS, CALUX-TEQ was deter-
mined by XDS-CALUX as described, and the average results for
each quadruplicate analysis of 42 soil and sediment samples are
graphed. Solid line is the data trend line; for comparison, the dashed
line represents y ) x (slope ) 1 and intercept ) 0). The regression
line equation for the data is y ) 3.356x1.0067.

log(TEQ) ) 0.654 × log(CALUX-TEQ) +
0.058(log(CALUX-TEQ))2 (1)
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study (Figure 1). The results showed a linear relationship
with a correlation of 0.876 (Figure 2), which is slightly lower
than the direct correlation between GC/MS-TEQ and CALUX-
TEQ. However, since the data trend line almost coincides
with the dashed diagonal line through the origin, the
predicted TEQ values are very close to the TEQ values
measured by GC/MS. For these data, CALUX predicted TEQ
was on average 0.997 times the TEQ measured by GC/MS.
As observed previously, the discrepancy between GC/MS
measured TEQ and CALUX predicted TEQ was greater for
samples with very low or high TEQ values.

Testing the Mathematical Model. The mathematical
model was tested with XDS-CALUX data from an independent
data set, SW846, that included 36 dioxin contaminated soil
samples and eight ash samples. CALUX-TEQ and GC/MS-
TEQ values for these samples had correlation values of 0.857
and 0.935 for ash and soil samples, respectively (Figure 3).
As observed previously, CALUX-TEQ values for the SW846
samples were consistently higher than TEQ values. For these
data, CALUX-TEQ was on average 12.6-fold higher than TEQ
(3.4-fold for ash samples and 14.6-fold for soil samples).

On the basis of our mathematical model and eq 1, CALUX-
TEQ values were used to predict TEQ values, and the
predicted and measured GC/MS-TEQ values for the SW846
data set were compared (Figure 4). Correlation coefficients
were 0.817 for ash samples and 0.922 for soil samples.
Predicted TEQ was on average 6.5-fold higher than measured
GC/MS-TEQ (1.3-fold for ash and 7.7-fold for soil). Note that
these values change when samples with extreme GC/MS-
TEQ values (i.e., e1 or g3000 pg/g) were excluded from the
analysis (see Table 2 and Discussion).

Prediction of SW846 Data using TEF REP Conversion
Factors. The XDS-CALUX bioassay has been used to define

congener specific toxic equivalencies called REP values (32)
based on the method described in refs 34 and 35. REP is an
XDS-CALUX specific equivalent of TEF, as determined by
the WHO using GC/MS. TEF REP conversion factors were
calculated for each sample in the SW846 data set; the result
for a representative sample is presented in Table 1, and
average results for all ash and soil samples are summarized
in Table 3. Results for individual samples are summarized
graphically in Figure 5. By using TEF REP conversion factors,
the overall discrepancy between CALUX-TEQ and TEQ is
reduced but not eliminated (also see Table 2), with predicted
TEQ on average 7.0-fold higher than TEQ (2.3-fold for ash
samples and 8.0-fold for soil samples). Thus, applying a TEF
REP conversion eliminates approximately half of the differ-
ence between CALUX-TEQ and GC/MS-TEQ.

Discussion
The XDS-CALUX bioassay is a sensitive method for measuring
the bioactivity of dioxin and dioxin-like chemicals. Using a
recombinant cell line containing a stably transfected AhR
responsive promoter and firefly luciferase reporter gene, the
XDS-CALUX bioassay estimates the concentration of DLCs
by measuring the ability of a sample to activate AhR-
dependent luciferase gene expression. While the XDS-CALUX
bioassay generates a CALUX-TEQ value, which reflects the
relative bioactivity of DLCs in the sample, the traditional
GC/MS analytical method for measuring dioxin-like com-
pounds generates a TEQ value by physical measurement of
the concentrations of individual chlorinated dioxin congeners
and multiplication by a TEF and summation to generate a
TEQ in the mixture. While both methods are efficient and
accurate, they are based on different methods with differences
in the underlying mechanisms. CALUX-TEQ and GC/MS-
TEQ values are not expected to be identical due to differences
in the TEF and REP values, measurement of other DLCs, or
non-additive interactions that may occur in the XDS-CALUX
method. The goal of this study was to define the relationship
between CALUX-TEQ and GC/MS-TEQ. To this end, CALUX-
TEQ and GC/MS-TEQ values were measured and compared
for two data sets, a mathematical model was derived using
the first data set, and the model was tested with a second
data set. The results suggest that XDS-CALUX can be a useful
and relatively accurate method for estimating the concen-
tration of DLCs in complex environmental samples and that
CALUX-TEQ and GC/MS-TEQ data can be compared.

CALUX-TEQ and GC/MS-TEQ were calculated and com-
pared for 209 SITE samples that represented 32 soil and
sediment samples with quadruplicate analysis by GC/MS
after un-coding of the blinded data, allowing comparison to
XDS-CALUX determinations. During data analysis, replicates
of samples were identified, and some samples (blanks, PCB

FIGURE 2. Modeling the relationship between predicted GC/MS-
TEQ and GC/MS-TEQ. The TEQ was predicted from CALUX-TEQ values
for SITE samples using eq 1. Solid line is the data trend line; for
comparison, the dashed line represents y ) x (slope ) 1 and intercept
) 0). The regression line equation for the data is y ) 1.7789x0.9384.

FIGURE 3. Comparison of GC/MS-TEQ and CALUX-TEQ for SW846
samples. TEQ was determined by GC/MS, and CALUX-TEQ was
determined by XDS-CALUX as described. Solid line is the data trend
line; for comparison, the dashed line represents y ) x (slope ) 1
and intercept ) 0). Sample matrix was ash (9) or soil (4).

FIGURE 4. Predicting GC/MS-TEQ from CALUX-TEQ for SW846
samples. TEQ was predicted from CALUX-TEQ determinations using
eq 1. Solid line is the data trend line; for comparison, the dashed
line represents y ) x (slope ) 1 and intercept ) 0). Sample matrix
was ash (9) or soil (4). The regression line equation for ash is y
) 6.49x0.82 and for soil is y ) 5.86x0.97.
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standards, TCDD standards, and other DLCs to evaluate limits
of detection and specificity) were eliminated from the final
data used for modeling. On average, CALUX-TEQ values were
9.4-fold higher than TEQ values, and these values demon-
strated greater variance at extreme ends of the CALUX-TEQ/
TEQ distribution. Mathematical modeling of these data
(excluding samples with TEQ values e1 and g3000 pg of
TCDD/g) produced a model for the relationship between
CALUX-TEQ and TEQ (eq 1). Applying eq 1 to SITE samples
showed that predicted and GC/MS measured TEQ values
are strongly correlated (R2 ) 0.876) and that TEQ values
predicted from CALUX-TEQ values were on average nearly
identical to the GC/MS-TEQ (multiple of 0.997). The model
was further tested using soil and ash samples from an
independent data set, SW846. When eq 1 was applied to this
data set, a strong correlation was again observed between
predicted and TEQ measured values by GC/MS (R2 ) 0.922
for soil samples and R2 ) 0.817 for ash samples). Prior to
transformation, CALUX-TEQ was on average 12.6-fold higher
than TEQ, but after transformation using eq 1, the difference
was reduced by 52% (Table 2). If the analysis was limited to
samples with TEQ values in the range of 1-3000 pg of TCDD/
g, predicted TEQ was 1.6-fold higher than TEQ. Thus, the
model accounted for approximately 82% of the systematic
difference between CALUX-TEQ and GC/MS-TEQ for this
data set. Table 2 also shows that the difference between
CALUX-TEQ and GC/MS-TEQ is generally higher in soil than
in ash samples. While the reason for this difference is not
entirely clear, it suggests that CALUX-TEQ and GC/MS-TEQ
may be more similar for some sample types/matrices than
others. This also suggests that the use of mathematical
modeling should be conducted on a matrix-by-matrix basis.
Analysis comparing XDS-CALUX and GC/MS on a matrix
basis should aid in estimating TEQ since it would provide an
estimate of the contribution of other halogenated dioxins/
furans and biphenyls and other active compounds such as
chlorinated napthalenes that may contribute to CALUX-TEQ
but not to GC/MS estimates of TEQ.

A previous study proposed a way of comparing GC/MS-
TEQ and CALUX-TEQ results based solely on the difference
between WHO TEF values and bioassay REP values (31). While
this method takes into account only one source of variation
between GC/MS-TEQ and CALUX-TEQ results, in some
sample matrices, it appears to provide acceptable results.
XDS-CALUX REP values, which are a measure of the relative
potency of specific dioxin congeners, are similar but non-
identical to WHO estimates of TEF values (32). To determine

how much of the observed variation between GC/MS-TEQ
and CALUX-TEQ values resulted from differences in the
relative potency for specific PCDD and PCDF congeners,
this method of conversion was also conducted on the SW846
data set. Table 3 and Figure 5 show that this conversion
reduced the average fold difference between CALUX-TEQ
and GC/MS-TEQ from 12.6 to 7.0 (all samples) or 4.2 to 2.3
(all samples in the range of 1-3000 pg of TCDD/g). Thus,
TEF REP conversion accounts for approximately half of the
difference between CALUX-TEQ and TEQ. Given that the
TEF values themselves may possess an order of magnitude
in variance in establishing these values, the point estimates
between CALUX-TEQ and TEQ correlate remarkably well
(15-17).

On the basis of the previous analysis and results from
prior studies, we propose that at least three factors account
for the observed differences between CALUX-TEQ and GC/
MS-TEQ: (i) XDS-CALUX may detect bioactivity of AhR
agonists that are not normally measured by GC/MS such as
polychlorinated naphthalenes (34, 35) or brominated dioxin-
like compounds (36, 37); (ii) XDS-CALUX, but not GC/MS,
can detect non-additive interactions between AhR ligands
(refs 38-40 and reviewed in ref 41); and (iii) specific dioxin-
like chemicals have different relative potency values using
GC/MS and XDS-CALUX (i.e., TEF and REP, respectively).
The use of conversion factors based on the difference between
TEF and REP values can correct for the third factor, but for
the ash and soil samples in the SW846 study, this only
accounted for about half of the observed differences. In
contrast, mathematical modeling as conducted in this study
can take into account all three factors. The model provides
an average basis for estimation of GC/MS-derived TEQ from
CALUX-TEQ based upon sampling of 10 sites that are under
remediation for these contaminates.

Studies are ongoing with the U.S. EPA and the Battelle
Corporation to identify the hypothesized DLCs and other

TABLE 2. Summary of Overall Discrepancy between CALUX-TEQ and TEQ Values for SW846 Samplesa

transformation method all samples

all samples
in range

(1-3000 pg/g) ash samples

ash samples
in range

(1-3000 pg/g) soil samples

soil samples
in range

(1-3000 pg/g)

none 12.6 4.2 3.4 1.9 14.6 5.4
mathematical model 6.5

(52%)
1.6

(82%)
1.3

(89%)
1.1

(88%)
7.7

(51%)
1.7

(83%)
TEF REP conversion factor 7.0

(48%)
2.3

(57%)
2.3

(45%)
1.3

(68%)
8.0

(48%)
3.0

(55%)
a Average fold difference between CALUX-TEQ and TEQ is shown for all samples or sample subsets as indicated. TEQ values were derived

using no transformation, mathematical modeling (eq 1), or TEF REP conversion, as indicated. Values in parentheses show what fraction of the
discrepancy between CALUX-TEQ and TEQ is accounted for by mathematical modeling or TEF REP conversion, respectively.

TABLE 3. Average TEF/REP Conversion Factors for Soil and Ash
Samples in SW846 Data Set

matrix N min max median av SD rel SD (%)

ash 8 0.52 0.80 0.69 0.69 0.11 16
soil 36 0.35 0.75 0.53 0.55 0.10 18

FIGURE 5. Predicted CALUX-TEQ by TEF/REP conversion comparison
with GC/MS TEQ. TEQ was calculated from XDS-CALUX data using
TEF REP conversion factors as described previously (ref 32; also
see Tables 1 and 3). Solid line is the data trend line; for comparison,
the dashed line represents y ) x (slope ) 1 and intercept ) 0).
Sample matrix was ash (9) or soil (4). The regression line for ash
is y ) 4.49x0.82 and for soil is y ) 3.88x0.97.
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chemical entities in these sample extracts that are acting as
AhR agonists. The patented sample processing method (U.S.
Patent 6,720,431 (29)) has been demonstrated to remove
greater than 99.8% of 14 different non-halogenated aromatic
hydrocarbons that are AhR agonists (28). Two aromatic
hydrocarbons (beno (b) fluoranthene and indeno (1,2,3 cd)
pyrene) were removed from sample extracts to a lesser extent
(94.3 and 97.5%, respectively). This suggests that non-
halogenated aromatic hydrocarbons that are AhR agonists
are probably not responsible for the higher estimates of
CALUX-TEQ observed in the samples from the SITE study.
However, this possibility cannot be completely discounted
if extremely high concentrations of aromatic hydrocarbon
AhR agonists are present in the samples. Brominated and/or
mixed bromo/chloro dioxins and furans and halogenated
naphthalenes are two classes of chemicals that could
contribute to the higher XDS-CALUX activity.

The previous analysis also suggests that XDS-CALUX and
GC/MS agree more closely for samples falling in the midrange
of detection limits for these analytical methods (i.e., samples
with TEQ >1 and <3000 pg of TCDD/g in this study). The
variance observed with very dilute or concentrated samples
in this study was likely due to threshold and saturation effects
that are typical for most analytical methods. It is also possible
that for samples with low levels of dioxin contamination, the
bioactivity of other AhR agonists that are not measured by
GC/MS could be relatively more important contributors to
the overall biological response. Because of its broader
specificity, XDS-CALUX may provide a better assessment of
relative potency in extremely complex samples.

In summary, this study demonstrates that mathematical
modeling can expand our ability to quantify the toxic potential
of complex environmental samples containing dioxin and
dioxin-like chemicals and compares the results obtained
through different analytical methods. While GC/MS is used
in current U.S. EPA regulatory requirements for quantifying
dioxin contamination, XDS-CALUX is an important alterna-
tive method that can provide data for risk assessment and
remediation decisions. Because of its high capacity and broad
specificity, XDS-CALUX may be the preferred method (due
to lower cost and time) for high-throughput screening or to
accommodate samples with high or unknown complexity.
The results presented here make it possible to compare
analytical studies that use XDS-CALUX and GC/MS. Thus,
the XDS-CALUX bioassay, coupled with the model presented
here, may have important future applications in risk as-
sessment and risk management associated with dioxin
contamination and/or hazardous waste site remediation.
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Public Comment Concerning  

Clean-up Method for the Passaic River 
 

Introduction 
 

The Passaic River has been industrialized and urbanized for more than two centuries; it has 

served as the receiving environment for industrial and municipal waste discharges since the 

nineteenth century. However, the river is now being used increasingly for recreational activities, 

such as boating and fishing, as parks and boat ramps are actively being restored or newly 

established. As documented within focused investigations high concentrations of dioxin, 

Polychlorinated Biphenyls (PCBs), Poly Aromatic Hydrocarbons (PAHs) and various heavy 

metals exist within the river sediments. 

 

Provided below is an overview of two remedial approaches being considered to address these 

contaminants. Both approaches utilize dredging and sediment disposal followed by the 

installation of an engineered cap, which acts as a physical barrier and is constructed primarily of 

sand and stone that is placed over the dredged areas to protect against erosion or other physical 

disturbances.  This engineered cap would need to be maintained in perpetuity. 

 

United States Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) 
 

• The USEPA’s approach addresses the lower 8.3 mile stretch (from Newark Bay to River 

Mile 8.3) and is referred to as a “bank to bank approach”.  They propose the bank to bank 

deep dredging and disposal from river mile (RM) 0 to 2.  This is proposed in order to 

prevent flooding and allow for commercial navigation.  The remainder of the area, from 

RM 2 to 8.3, will consist of bank to bank dredging of the upper two feet of surface 

sediment across the entire width of the river.  Followed by the installation of an 

engineered cap.  

• The USEPA anticipates active remediation (i.e. bank to bank dredging, sediment disposal 

and capping of RM 0 to 8.3) will be complete within 5 years of initiation. 

 

The Cooperating Parties Group (CPG) 
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• The CPG approach anticipates that active remediation (i.e. “hot spot” dredging, sediment 

disposal and capping) of the 17 mile stretch of the Lower Passaic River will be complete 

within 5 years from initiation. 



• The CPG approach is referred to as a “targeted approach”.  They propose the dredging 

and disposal of the upper two feet of surface sediment only in areas where the most 

highly contaminated sediments were identified (these areas are referred to as “hot spots”) 

followed by the installation of an engineered cap.  CPG's targeted remediation proposes 

to remove sediment from approximately 150 acres at key locations across the 17 mile 

stretch of the Lower Passaic River (from Newark Bay to the Dundee Dam in Garfield) 

which would reduce the current average surface concentration by approximately 80%.  

• The CPG contends that areas that are not dredged will recover naturally due to removal 

of contaminated sediment from the target areas.  CPG has developed a food web model 

that is based on EPA and CPG data as well as the life histories of Lower Passaic River 

species.  The base of the food chain in the Lower Passaic River is made up of small 

benthic invertebrates that inhabit the top ~2 cm of the river bottom.  The targeted remedy 

will reduce surface concentrations so that benthic feeding invertebrates and benthic 

feeding fishes (carp, mummichug etc.) will ingest sediments with lower concentrations of 

contaminants over time as the river recovers.  CPG argues that EPA models assume that 

all organisms, even pelagic feeding fish (bass, perch etc.), are exposed to the entire 

sediment column (top 6 inches), an assumption that they believe is incorrect and 

inconsistent with life histories of the Lower Passaic River species and leads. 

 

Fair Lawn Environmental Commission Analysis 

 
Neither plan provides a timely and complete removal across the entire 17 mile stretch of the 

river, but after evaluating the two plans, including a review of both proposals and attendance at 

several meetings with the EPA, NJDEP, the CPG, and the Passaic River Coalition, the Fair Lawn 

Environmental Commission supports the CPG plan for the following reasons: 

 

• The CPG plan proposes to remediate the entire 17 mile stretch of the river where as the 

USEPA plan only proposes to address the lower 8 miles, 

• The CPG plan anticipates the date of completion (for the entire 17 mile stretch of the 

river) within 5 years from initiation where as the USEPA plan proposes to remediate less 

than half of the river within the same timeframe, 

• The Fair Lawn Environmental Commission monitored the CPG’s implementation of the 

targeted approach during recent cleanup efforts at RM 10.9 in order to get a feel for real 

world efficacy of the targeted approach.   

• The Passaic River has several aged and historical bridges which are not used to frequent 

or daily opening and closing.  During the limited RM 10.9 cleanup, the opening and 

closing of these bridges to allow barges to transport sediment downstream caused several 

of these bridges to fail at great expense to repair, and delay to cleanup efforts.  It stands to 

reason that the USEPA deep dredge bank to bank plan will require the transportation of 

significantly more sediment, in more barges which will increase the opening and closing 

of these bridges and result in further damage and delay.  It is anticipated that the targeted 

approach will require less barges and thus less impact on the bridges and delay to cleanup 

efforts. 

• The USEPA plan proposes to remediate the lower 8 miles prior to the up-gradient 

portions of the river.  At the point remediation is initiated in the upper portions of the 

river, re-contamination of the newly remediated lower 8 miles may occur.  This reverse 



 

 

sequencing may be attributed to the USEPA’s inclusion of deep dredging (between river 

miles 0-2) and disposal in order to facilitate deeper navigation channels and increased 

flood capacity.  The Fair Lawn Environmental Commission acknowledges the potential 

need for these items.  However, while increased navigation may have a positive 

commercial impact on the State of NJ this should not be paid for out of funds allocated 

for environmental cleanup of contaminants.  Likewise, while Fair Lawn is acutely aware 

of flood concerns having suffered significant flooding during Hurricane Irene and 

therefore agrees that flood measures need to be addressed, such measures should be 

implemented after the upper portions of the river have been remediated and with 

negotiated budget cost sharing related to the additional dredging and sediment disposal as 

flood issues were also not caused by environmental contamination and should not be 

addressed with limited funds which are allocated to the cleanup of one of the most 

polluted rivers in the country. 

• Given the magnitude of the remediation both approaches will require a robust 

maintenance and monitoring plan implemented after completion of the active 

remediation.  The purpose of the plan would be to assess the effectiveness of the 

remediation as it relates to river ecology etc.  If in the future it is determined that the CPG 

“targeted approach” was not effective, additional remediation can still be implemented. 
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       August 12, 2014 
 

 

Alice Yeh, Remedial Project Manager  
Environmental Protection Agency  

290 Broadway, 19th Floor  
New York, New York 10007-1866 
 
 

Re: Public Comment Concerning Clean-up Method for the Passaic River 
 
 

Ms. Yeh: 
 
 On behalf of the Fair Lawn Environmental Commission, after careful review of the 

proposed clean-up plans, communications with the NJDEP and attendance by Commissioners at 

several public meetings conducted by the EPA, NJDEP, the Passaic River Coalition and the 

Cooperating Parties Group, attached please find the Fair Lawn Environmental Commission’s 

Public Comment Concerning the Proposed Clean-up Methods for the Passaic River.   Please feel 

free to contact the Commission should you have any questions. 

 

       Best Regards, 

       /s/ Wendy Dabney    

       Wendy Dabney, Chair 

       Fair Lawn Environmental Commission 
       



1

Yeh, Alice

From: WENDY DABNEY <bwdabs@msn.com>

Sent: Wednesday, August 20, 2014 11:26 AM

To: Region2 PassaicLower8MileComments

Cc: Carol Wagner; Caroline Newman; James S Montano; Joe Mele; Nancy Sperling; Pessar 

Janice; vinko grskovic

Subject: Passaic Lower 8 Mile Public Comment

Attachments: Letter-Fair Lawn Environmental Commission Publ...pdf; Fair Lawn Environmental 

Commission Public Comment on Passaic River Clean-up.doc

Dear Ms. Yeh,  

 

Attached please find correspondence and Public Comment submitted on behalf of the Fair Lawn Environmental 

Commission regarding the proposed cleanup methods for the Passaic River. 

 

Would you kindly acknowledge receipt of this email and both attachments, so I am assured that they have 

reached you before the deadline for close of comments? Thank you for your attention to this matter. 

 

Best Regards,  

 

Wendy S. Dabney, Chair 

 

Fair Lawn Environmental Commission 
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Alice Yeh 
Remedial Project Manager 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
290 Broadway, 19th Floor 
New York, NY 10007-1866 
 
August 20, 2014 
 
Re:  Passaic Lower 8 Mile Comments  
 
Dear Ms. Yeh, 
 
The New Jersey Sierra Club is opposed to Alternative 3, the preferred cleanup plan for the lower 

eight miles of the Passaic River. We support Alternative 2 as the cleanup plan for the River. This 
contamination has been posing risks to both human health, marine ecosystem, and the 
community for far too long. The New Jersey Sierra Club is calling for a full removal of 
the contamination to restore the environment and protect public health. 
  
We had hoped that the EPA’s plan would finally end this long toxic nightmare. We 
believe that EPA and others groups are pushing for Alternative 3, which will not clean 
up the River and instead cap the River. This makes absolutely no sense because capping 
a moving river will not last for generations. We believe this capping will not work and 
will fail. We are concerned that River flooding and scouring will erode or cause the cap 
to fail washing toxic sediments into the river.  
  
We believe that the cleanup has to be complete and not just remove hot spots and 
capping.  The New Jersey Sierra Club fully supports Alternative 2, which will completely 
clean up the River while we believe the other Alternatives will not.  Alternative 2, which 
is a full bank to bank dredging of the lower 8.3 miles to depths of 12-30' that would 
totally remove the contaminants and permit boating to return to its pre-1950 levels. This 
Alternative would not only completely clean up the River, but allow for boating and 
shipping which will help to bring back communities along the Passaic River especially in 
Newark.  Alternative 2 also holds the polluters fully responsible and is truly a 
Restoration of the Passaic River. 
  
We oppose the preferred Alternative 3. We believe this proposal would not work since 
they are only going to dredge down a few feet leaving most of the contaminated 
sediment behind.  Then putting an unproven mesh, stone, and sand on top of the 
sediment they left behind. We believe this will not work because of flooding and 
scouring of River. Also underwater springs and tidal influences will also undermine the 
caps. Capping is being proposed because it is cheaper, but will not last since ultimately 
the caps will fail. This Alternative would also require regular costly maintenance. 
Alternative 3 would also not promote shipping or boating in the area because of a no 
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build, no wake, and no wake policy to protect the cap. We have already seen area where 
they have done this with this type of capping being swept away at the 10.9 in Lyndhurst. 
  
The only real remedy is removal and disposal of this contaminated River. It will bring 
the River back to life and allow the public to use the River that belongs to all of them. As 
we work to restore the river having tons of contamination under this cap is a recipe for 
failure. If they are doing this in the most contaminated part of the River where the most 
problems are we are concerned there will not be an adequate cleanup for the other 9 
miles. We are concerned that EPA is looking at what is most cost effective for the 
polluters not what is best for the people or the River.  
 
We need to clean the river edge to edge to remove all the dioxin as well as PCBs, heavy 
metals, mercury, and toxins. We need a thorough clean up that will help return the River 
back to the community and right now EPA’s preferred proposal will not do that.  Only 
Alternative 2 will fully restore the Passaic River. 
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Yeh, Alice

From: Nicole Dallara <nicole.dallara@sierraclub.org>

Sent: Wednesday, August 20, 2014 11:26 AM

To: Region2 PassaicLower8MileComments

Subject: Comment on Passaic River Lower 8 Miles Proposed Cleanup

Attachments: LowerPassaicComments.doc

Ms. Yeh, 
 
Attached please find the New Jersey Sierra Club's comments on the proposed cleanup of the Lower 8 
miles of the Passaic River. Thank you. 
 
 

--  

Nicole Dallara, Outreach Coordinator 
New Jersey Sierra Club  
145 W. Hanover Street 
Trenton, NJ 08618 

609-656-7612 

https://www.facebook.com/NJSierraClub 

https://twitter.com/nicdalla3 
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Yeh, Alice

From: Conserve <jonathan@jaffecom.com>

Sent: Monday, August 18, 2014 5:18 PM

To: Region2 PassaicLower8MileComments

Cc: jonathan@jaffecom.com

Subject: Help Save the Lower Passaic  - Email to EPA

Ms. Alice Yeh 

Remedial Project Manager, EPA 

290 Broadway, 19th floor 

New York, NY 10007-1866 

Dear Ms. Yeh, 

The EPA should more seriously review and consider other alternatives to its proposed 4.3 million cubic yard 

“bank to bank” dredge, such as a targeted “Sustainable Remedy” that would clean the entire River faster, with 

results comparable to those promised by the EPA’s bank-to-bank proposal and with reduced impact on the host 

communities. 

Thank you. 

Glenn Davila 

gdavila@callpm.com 

3122 Fire Rd, Ste 202 

Egg Harbor Twp 

Nj 

08234 

609-646-0414 



 
 
 
 
August 19, 2014 
 
Ms. Alice Yeh 
Remedial Project Manager, EPA 
290 Broadway, 19th floor 
New York, NY  10007-1866 
 
EMAIL SUBMISSION: PassaicLower8MileComments.Region2@epa.gov 
 
Dear Ms. Yeh: 
 
The purpose of this communication to is to provide Amtrak’s formal comments on the 
EPA’s Focused Feasibility Study (FFS), the agency’s proposed plan for the lower eight 
(8) miles of the Passaic River. Our review of the FFS indicates that 4.3 million cubic 
yards of sediment from the lower eight (8) miles of the Passaic River will be removed 
and the remaining river sediments will be capped.  According to the proposed plan, it is 
estimated that the project will take at least five (5) years to complete.   
 
We believe that one key community element was completely neglected in the FFS 
evaluation process: Impacts to passenger rail are not discussed in this document.  This 
dredging project will impact hundreds of thousands of commuters and intercity rail 
passengers daily due to the expected frequent bridge openings on the Northeast Corridor 
(NEC), which is the busiest rail line in the United States.     
 
Amtrak owns and operates Dock Bridge, a moveable bridge that spans the Passaic River, 
just east of Newark Penn Station on the NEC.  This bridge carries approximately 400 
trains per day, including: Amtrak’s Acela Express, Keystone, Regional and Long-
distance trains, as well as New Jersey Transit (NJT) commuter trains from multiple lines 
throughout New Jersey.  In addition, to Amtrak and NJT trains, PATH trains traveling 
between  Newark and the World Trade Center also use this bridge and will be impacted 
by the number of openings.  In short, the majority of all passenger trains travelling 
between New York City and Newark must cross Dock Bridge. 
 
Amtrak’s operation of Dock Bridge is governed by United States Coast Guard 
regulations.  These regulations specify when and how the bridge must be opened for 
marine traffic.  In order to accommodate the extremely voluminous rail traffic, Coast 
Guard regulations specify that Dock Bridge be closed to marine traffic weekdays between 
7:20 am and 9:20 am, as well as between 4:30 pm and 6:50 pm.  Outside of these rush 
hour restrictions, any request to open the bridge for marine traffic requires 24 hour notice 
to Amtrak.  See, 33 CFR 117.739. 

NATIONAL RAILROAD PASSENGER CORPORATION 
Office of the General Manager 

Northeast Corridor Services  
400 West 31st Street 

5th Floor 
New York, NY  10001 
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Amtrak estimates that at least 10 bridge openings a day will be necessary to 
accommodate EPAs proposed project schedule.  It is unclear from the FFS, but if EPA 
was expecting to run barges during the marine traffic “blackout” periods specified in the 
regulations, this schedule would potentially violate federal law.  Moreover, 10 bridge 
openings per day would result in significant delays to numerous passenger trains using 
this portion of the NEC.  Please understand that each opening can cause delays to dozens 
of trains.  Further, it can take hours to get the trains using the NEC back on schedule 
following an opening due to the heavy usage and capacity restraints in this section of the 
railroad.   
 
Since Dock Bridge openings are typically scheduled on or around a high tide and given 
the amount of barge traffic this project will generate, passenger rail traffic between 
Newark and New York would likely come to a complete standstill at every high tide.  
This amount of disruption to intercity and commuter rail traffic is simply unacceptable.  
An alternate plan for transportation of spoils and capping materials must be developed for 
the project that takes into account its impact on intercity and commuter rail traffic.  . 
 
Amtrak also has concerns about the EPA’s plan to dredge near/close to the Dock Bridge. 
Dock Bridge has a lateral buffer zone within which dredging cannot take place.  
Protection of the bridge abutment and footings, fender system, as well as the utility tunnel 
under the bridge must be considered in the Remedial Design.  
 
Thank you for the opportunity to provide Amtrak’s concerns and comments about the 
EPA’s proposed plan for the lower 8 miles of the Passaic River.  We look forward to 
receiving your reply. 
 
 
Respectfully,  
 
 

 
 
Michael DeCataldo 
General Manager, Northeast Corridor 
Amtrak 
 
cc: Joe McHugh, 
 Craig Caldwell 

 
  
  

2 
 



1

Yeh, Alice

From: Caldwell, Craig <CaldweC@amtrak.com>

Sent: Tuesday, August 19, 2014 11:46 AM

To: Region2 PassaicLower8MileComments

Subject: FW: Dock Bridge-Passaic River Dredging

Attachments: Passaic River Dredge.pdf

Ms. Yeh 

 

Attached are Amtrak’s comments on the Passaic River FFS. 

 

Please contact me should you have any questions. 

 

Craig Caldwell 
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Yeh, Alice

From: Conserve <jonathan@jaffecom.com>

Sent: Friday, August 01, 2014 8:02 PM

To: Region2 PassaicLower8MileComments

Cc: jonathan@jaffecom.com

Subject: Help Save the Lower Passaic  - Email to EPA

Ms. Alice Yeh 

Remedial Project Manager, EPA 

290 Broadway, 19th floor 

New York, NY 10007-1866 

Dear Ms. Yeh, 

The EPA should more seriously review and consider other alternatives to its proposed 4.3 million cubic yard 

“bank to bank” dredge, such as a targeted “Sustainable Remedy” that would clean the entire River faster, with 

results comparable to those promised by the EPA’s bank-to-bank proposal and with reduced impact on the host 

communities. 

Thank you. 

Nicole Delhagen 

nikkid92@yahoo.com 
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Yeh, Alice

From: Kluesner, Dave

Sent: Tuesday, May 06, 2014 2:23 PM

To: Region2 PassaicLower8MileComments; Yeh, Alice; Ayala, Wanda; Karlen, Delmar; Butler, 

Elizabeth; Schaaf, Eric; Flanagan, Sarah; Hick, Patricia; LaPadula, John; LaPoma, Jennifer; 

Nace, Charles; Naranjo, Eugenia; Olsen, Marian; Basso, Ray; Sebastian, Chris; Vaughn, 

Stephanie; Wagner, Amelia; Mugdan, Walter

Subject: EPA Passaic River Clean Up Plan

 

 

From: Enck, Judith  

Sent: Tuesday, May 06, 2014 1:18 PM 

To: Plevin, Lisa; Basso, Ray; Kluesner, Dave 

Subject: Fw: EPA Passaic River Clean Up Plan 

 

From: Joseph Della Fave <info@ironboundcc.ccsend.com> on behalf of Joseph Della Fave <jdellafave@ironboundcc.org> 

Sent: Tuesday, May 6, 2014 4:54:27 PM 

To: Enck, Judith 

Subject: EPA Passaic River Clean Up Plan  

  

  

 

  

Ironbound Community Corporation 
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Support Our Work 

   

 

 

 

  

 

 

 

   

 

 

 

For regular updates 
please check out our 

Facebook page!  

 
Link In to ICC 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Dear ICC Family and Friends, 
  

Ironbound Community Corporation supports the EPA's 

Focused Feasibility Study (FFS) and proposed 

COMPLETE bank to bank Passaic River cleanup with 

off-site disposal. 

  

This cleanup and disposal method will be beneficial in 

longterm effectiveness and will reduce toxicity, ecological 

impacts, and risk to human health. 

  

The EPA's preferred cleanup method consists of bank to 

bank dredging of 4.3 million cubic yards of the lower 8.3 

miles of the River, with a two-foot cap. 

  

In addition to cleaning the river, the plan also asks 

polluters to commit to providing: 

• Local hiring opportunities and community benefits 

through projects like the Super Job Training 

Initiative that puts local residents to work directly 

on the cleanup 

• Restoration of the river after the cleanup is 

completed 

Ironbound Community Corporation strongly believes in 

the EPA plan that the companies responsible for the 
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Send mail to:  
317 Elm St. 
Newark, NJ 07105 

  
973-465-0555 

www.ironboundcc.org 

 

 

 
 

 

pollution do the right thing for our residents, children and 

community as a whole.  Those of us who live and work in 

the area deserve a clean and healthy environment.  Our 

children deserve cleaner, healthier and greener places to 

play.  

 

 

 
                     

 
Please Help! 

What can you do? 
  

1) Share the online petition with friends and family. Forward this 

email to your contacts. 

  

2) Come to the EPA Public Meeting tomorrow: 

Wednesday, May 7th at 7pm 

55 Prospect Street (Portuguese Sports Club) 

Newark, NJ 07105 

  

3) Ask friends and family to join you at the meeting!  

  

Your help is really needed and truly appreciated! 
  

Questions?  Please call Molly at 973-817-7013 ext. 215.  

Preguntas? Llame a Cynthia al 973-817-7013 ext. 214.  

  

Have you signed the  online petition  yet?  If not, do it now! 
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 SIGN THE ONLINE PETITION(click here)  

 
  

  

 

 

 
 

  

 

 
 

Forward this email 

 

 

This email was sent to enck.judith@epa.gov by jdellafave@ironboundcc.org |    
Update Profile/Email Address | Instant removal with SafeUnsubscribe™ | Privacy Policy. 

Ironbound Community Corporation | 1 New York Avenue | Newark | NJ | 07105 

 



Judith A. Enck 
Regional Administrator 
US Environmental Protection Agency 
1200 Pennsylvania Avenue, N.W. 
Washington, DC 20460 

August 20, 2014 

Dear Administrator Enck: 

Over half-a-century has passed since workers at the Diamond Shamrock facility were 
ordered to dump Agent Orange into the Passaic River. This act, as well as 
contributions of numerous toxins and chemicals from over 70 polluting companies, 
sealed offthe Passaic River from the nearby communities, leaving behind a toxic 
graveyard. Year after year, residents have organized to make those responsible clean 
up the river. 

Ironbound Community Corporation (ICC), a 45-year-old non-profit organization 
based in the Ironbound community ofNewark, NJ, serves as Co-Chair of the 
Community Advisory Group (CAG) for the Passaic River Superfund Site. ICC has 
always advocated for a full cleanup and restoration of the Passaic River. ICC works 
with residents and allies to improve the quality of life in our community. This work 
includes fighting for environmental justice and the development of over 15 acres of 
park space, which has allowed the community to gain access to the Passaic River for 
the first time in many years. Decades after the contaminating substances were 
dumped in the river, our cornn1Unity has finally been presented with a cleanup plan. 

In May of 2014, during the public comment period for the Passaic River Cleanup, 
hundreds of Newark residents joined ICC in attending the first public hearing 
following the release of the EPA's proposed cleanup plan. During the hearing, we 
witnessed resounding support for the EPA's preferred cleanup method, which 
consists of bank-to-bank dredging of 4.3 million cubic yards of the lower 8.3 miles 
of the river, with a two-foot cap and off-site disposal of contaminated sediment. We 
believe this proposed approach to the cleanup and disposal will be beneficial with 
respect to long-term effectiveness, and that it will reduce toxicity, ecological 
impacts, and the risk to human health. Our hope is that this bank-to-bank cleanup 
will deliver environmental and economic benefits to the communities surrounding 
the river for generations to come. 
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While we believe that any remedy short of complete removal of contamination will 
fall short of reaching a truly just solution, we do understand that there will be trade
offs in a project ofthis scope. We believe that the EPA's proposed plan will allow 
our community to safely enjoy the river and benefit from its economic, recreational, 
ecological and riverfront development opportunities. We believe that because of the 
EPA's commitment to working with impacted communities throughout the cleanup 
and restoration process, many of our concerns about the cleanup can be addressed to 
ensure that a restored river will connect people to the water, provide a restored 
ecosystem habitat, and support a wide range of benefits that communities can expect 
from a healthy waterway. 

Please be aware that ICC does not support any plan that involves the "no action" or 
"hot spot removal" alternatives (Alternatives 1 and 4). The polluters profited for 
years from the destruction ofthe river and it is time that they assume responsibility 
for a complete bank-to-bank cleanup and full restoration of the river, as well as 
ensuring that there are benefits in place for the impacted communities. 

The Ironbound Community Corporation supports the US EPA's proposed cleanup 
plan for the lower eight miles of the Passaic River. This proposal calls for 
Alternative #3, which includes bank-to-bank dredging to remove 4.3 million cubic 
yards of sediment, followed by the installation of an engineered cap and off-site 
disposal of the dredged materials in a certified landfill. 

While we generally support this alternative, there are several critical concerns we 
would like to raise and ask that your agency take into consideration while moving 
ahead with a speedy cleanup process: 

CAD and CDF Disposal 
We do not support a CAD cell in Newark Bay. After the "discovery" of dioxin near 
the old Diamond Shamrock site on Lister A venue, people wearing protective 
clothing were sent to vacuum up Agent Orange from Ironbound streets. 
Contamination is still entombed in perpetuity at the Diamond Shamrock site. This 
superfund site is a constant reminder of our toxic legacy and will forever render that 
section of waterfront land inaccessible. It is with this in mind that our community 
strongly opposes the development of a CAD cell in Newark Bay. We believe a CAD 
cell would be detrimental to the healthy functioning of a restored riverine habitat and 
could lead to the bay becoming a national dumping ground for the region's toxic 
sediments. 

In the Focused Feasibility Study (FFS), alternative disposal options, such as thermal 
treatment technologies, are raised. ICC is adamantly opposed to these technologies. 
We recognize that there is no perfect solution to the long-term disposal of this very 
toxic material, and that it must go somewhere. However, our community strongly 
opposes incineration projects in any form and we believe, based on the evidence we 
have seen, that the "thermal" option is not an economically or environmentally 
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viable alternative. Our community has already lived with decades of dioxin 
contamination in the river ecosystem and we do not support any option that brings 
with it the stigma of being the nation's- and potentially the world's- dumping 
ground for contaminated sediment incineration. Turning a water pollution problem 
into an air pollution problem is not an acceptable solution. 

We therefore express our strong opposition to any remedy that would thermally 
"treat" or incinerate Passaic River sediments and in particular, the development of 
such a facility in or near environmental justice communities like ours. 

• The scale of such a facility is unprecedented and very risky. There is no 
facility in the world that utilizes this technology at the scale needed to treat 
even the smallest estimated amounts of contaminated .river sediment from the 
Passaic River. The potential engineering failures and maintenance issues 
related to such a large facility pose serious risks to nearby communities. The 
bench scale pilots produced significant engineering and maintenance failures 
and illustrated the problems connected with making this type of facility 
operational. 

• Even if operated and maintained perfectly, such a facility has the capacity to 
emit levels of pollution that would increase the environmental burden of 
already overburdened and vulnerable communities. The cumulative impact 
of multiple emissions sources in areas that are densely populated and have 
large concentrations of existing polluting industries makes the addition of 
another facility in our - or any other environmental justice community - even 
more problematic and poses a significant environmental injustice. 

• The emissions from such a facility pose potential risks to human health and 
the environment that are unacceptable from a precautionary approach. The 
science of high heat intensive chemical processing facilities, such as those 
proposed for this scenario, is still emerging. Concerns have been raised about 
the potential health and environmental impacts from emissions of even small 
amounts of toxic chemicals, such as particulate matter, hazardous air 
pollutants (HAPs), VOCs, and heavy metals and nano-particles from these 
facilities. 

• In this proposed scenario, Newark Bay could become the final disposal site 
for all manner of hazardous dredged materials, including Superfund sites 
from around the NY/NJ Harbor, such as the Gowanus Canal and Newtown 
Creek. For the reasons listed above, the worst scenario would be to burn any 
ofthe region' s hazardous waste here. 

Off-site Incineration 
We understand that the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) rules 
require that some parts of the dredged material be incinerated prior to disposal. We 
want to be sure that this incineration will be conducted at an off-site disposal facility 
and that no local incineration will take place. The selected location for incineration 
should be held to the highest air pollution control standards. 
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Sediment Processing Facility 
Ironbound is an environmental justice community already disproportionately 
burdened by numerous industrial facilities . The siting of the proposed 26- to 40-acre 
sediment processing facility will have a major impact on the community. We 
therefore offer the following comments: 

• 

• 

• 

• 

Regarding Table 3-3 in Appendix G of the FFS, community members request 
that EPA identify the two sites with rail access located less than two miles 
from the former Diamond Alkali plant, and the two sites with rail access 
located two- to five- miles from the plant, since these four sites seem to be 
the most likely sites of the sediment processing facility. 
ICC requests that EPA build a sediment processing facility that is enclosed 
within a building designed to minimize the impacts (noise, vibration, dust, 
odors) on nearby communities and residents. 
ICC recommends that, like the sediment processing facility used in Phase I of 
the cleanup, this facility be completely decommissioned following 
completion of the project and that it not accept or process sediments from 
other cleanup projects. 
Should the facility not be decommissioned and is instead sold or used for 
another purpose, the community must be notified and there must be a process 
for public input. 

Quality of Life Impacts During Construction 
During Phase I of the cleanup, ICC worked with the EPA to ensure that lines of 
communication remain open to ensure that quality of like impacts be held at a 
minimum and that ifthey did occur, residents would be informed of who to contact 
to have their concerns addressed. We know that noise, traffic, closed-off areas of the 
river, and other activities will cause significant quality of life impacts on local 
communities during the cleanup phase. However, we want to ensure that proper 
planning and community interaction is carried out, in order to mitigate such impacts. 

The EPA should develop comprehensive Quality of Life Performance Standards 
such as those implemented at the Hudson River site, in coordination with the CAG 
and local groups from the lower river communities. Regular communication will be 
critical for the community to understand the activities, impacts, and progress markers 
of this complex and lengthy process. and manage interaction with key activities over 
time. We request that the EPA ensure the following: 

• 

• 

• 

Explain the plans for mitigating quality of life impacts on local communities 
and interact with local communities to provide needed information 
throughout the project. 
Share the plans with the City ofNewark's Office of Emergency Management, 
the Newark Environmental Commission and local libraries. 
Work with ICC to make sure that information is shared with the community 
in an accessible way, and especially that information be made available in 
Spanish, English, and Portuguese. 
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• Traffic is a key component of any major project, and for our community 
truck routes are extremely important. We ask that EPA work with ICC to 
minimize the impact of truck traffic and require that trucks and construction 
equipment be the cleanest technology available. 

Community Benefits Agreement 
It is of great importance to ICC that local residents access jobs on the cleanup. The 
experience during Phase I, in which ICC coordinated the Superfund Jobs training 
program (Super JTI) was successful. We request that during this next phase, local 
residents be able to train for and access jobs of greater responsibility and better pay. 
ICC would like to see a continuation the community benefits initiated during Phase I 
of the cleanup, in which local businesses were utilized wherever possible. 

• The EPA should encourage, to the extent possible, local contracting, hiring 
and procurement during the lower eight miles cleanup phase. 

• EPA and the Cooperating Parties Group (CPG) should establish a website 
similar to the Hudsonworks Marketplace (http://www.hudsonworks.net) to 
encourage local contracting and procurement for the project. 

Reasonably Anticipated Future Use And Natural Resource Restoration 
ICC is committed to continuing to advocate for restoration of the river. Future uses 
should be taken into account during the cleanup. Coordination should be conducted 
to ensure that future restoration projects are not precluded unnecessarily due to cap 
design and placement. Future development along the river, including waterfront 
parks, is a critical component of community and river recovery. 

Long-Term Monitoring and Maintenance 
As EPA is leaving the majority of contamination in place, the long-term maintenance 
of the cap will ultimately determine the actual effectiveness of the remedy. The 30-
year monitoring period assumed in the FFS is insufficient, since maintenance must 
take place in perpetuity. 

• EPA should prepare a much more robust analysis and plan with regard to 
how it will ensure that the cap will remain protective and effective in 
perpetuity. This plan must incorporate the financial, legal, and practical 
requirements and responsibilities for carrying out long term monitoring and 
maintenance. 
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The CPG is composed of 70 companies that will share the cost of the cleanup over 
several years. These companies benefitted financially by dumping their waste in the 
Passaic River rather than dispose of it properly. They have put our communities at 
risk with their behavior. We ask that there be no more delays and no more gimmicks, 
such as the spot removal plan they have proposed. The cleanup should begin 
immediately. 

Sincerely, 

&~Od4 eph Della Fave 
cutive Director 
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Yeh, Alice

From: Cynthia Mellon <cmellon@ironboundcc.org>

Sent: Wednesday, August 20, 2014 11:04 AM

To: Region2 PassaicLower8MileComments

Subject: Passaic River Comments from Ironbound Community Corporation

Attachments: ICC_Comments_Passaic_River_Cleanup.pdf

Dear Alice: 

 

Attached please find ICC's comments on the Passaic River Cleanup. 

 

Best regards, 

 

Cynthia 

 

 

--  

Cynthia Mellon 

Environmental Justice Organizer 

Ironbound Community Corporation 

317 Elm St. 

Newark, NJ 07105 

973-817-7013, ext. 214 

862-763-2903  cell 
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Yeh, Alice

From: Nic <nic777d@yahoo.com>

Sent: Tuesday, August 12, 2014 10:13 AM

To: Region2 PassaicLower8MileComments

Subject: Passaic River

To whom it may concern: 

 

The EPA it needs to fully clean up the Passaic River so the people of Newark and beyond can enjoy the natural 

resource that belongs to all of us.   

This is the first real step forward for cleaning up the Passaic River however there has to be a complete clean up not just 

removing hot spots and capping.  I fully support Alternative 2, which will completely clean up the River while the other 

Alternatives will not. Thank you for your time. 

 

 
Regards, 
Nichole Diamond 



8 August 2014 

Alice Yeh, Remedial Project Manager 

Environmental Protection Agency 

290 Broadway, 19th Floor 

New York, New York 10007-1866 

Fax: (212) 637-4439 

E-mail: PassaicLower8MileComments.Region2@epa.gov 

Dear Ms. Yeh: 

My neighbours and I strongly disagree with your plans to dredge the Passaic River from bank-to

bank up to the 8.3 mile mark in Kearny. We strongly urge you to consider the alternative plan- to 

attack all of the hot-spots from the 0 mile mark, up to mile 17. 

I am a lifelong resident of Lyndhurst and since 1972 I have lived just a few hundred yards from the 

Passaic River at the 10.9 mile. This matter is of great importance to me and my family- especially 

with the four flood events that we've had since 1999. 

I, along with my neighbours, have attended many information sessions regarding the 10.9 project 

that was just completed as well as the meetings regarding this new proposal. The meeting at the 

Passaic River Institute was the most informative. We do understand how the EPA can put forth the 

current proposal; especially with all of the lessons learned during the clean-up off the banks of 

Lyndhurst (10.9) . 

We urge you to not move forward with your bank-to-bank proposal that will take place from mile 0 

to 8.3. Instead we beg you to take the much more practical, logical, and realistic approach and 

perform the clean-up of only the hot-spots; while at the same time going from mile 0 and far beyond 

mile 10.9 to mile 17. 

I thank you for considering the more prudent choice and abandoning the current proposal. 

K '· 
Thomas A. Dl : clo 
273 Park Avenue 

Lyndhurst, NJ 07071 

+1-201-965-9860 
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Yeh, Alice

From: Di Mascio, Thomas A. <Thomas.DiMascio@dcentertainment.com>

Sent: Tuesday, August 19, 2014 5:50 PM

To: Region2 PassaicLower8MileComments

Subject: comment letter from citizen of Lyndhurst

Attachments: tdimascio passaic letter.pdf

comment letter from citizen of Lyndhurst 

 

 

 

8 August 2014 

Alice Yeh, Remedial Project Manager  

Environmental Protection Agency  

290 Broadway, 19th Floor  

New York, New York 10007-1866  

Fax: (212) 637-4439  

E-mail: PassaicLower8MileComments.Region2@epa.gov 

 

Dear Ms. Yeh: 

My neighbours and I strongly disagree with your plans to dredge the Passaic River from bank-to-bank up to the 8.3 mile 

mark in Kearny.  We strongly urge you to consider the alternative plan — to attack all of the hot-spots from the 0 mile 

mark, up to mile 17.   

I am a lifelong resident of Lyndhurst and since 1972 I have lived just a few hundred yards from the Passaic River at the 

10.9 mile.  This matter is of great importance to me and my family – especially with the four flood events that we’ve had 

since 1999.   

I, along with my neighbours, have attended many information sessions regarding the 10.9 project that was just 

completed as well as the meetings regarding this new proposal.  The meeting at the Passaic River Institute was the most 

informative.  We do understand how the EPA can put forth the current proposal; especially with all of the lessons 

learned during the clean-up off the banks of Lyndhurst (10.9).  

We urge you to not move forward with your bank-to-bank proposal that will take place from mile 0 to 8.3. Instead we 

beg you to take the much more practical, logical, and realistic approach and perform the clean-up of only the hot-spots; 

while at the same time going from mile 0 and far beyond mile 10.9 to mile 17.   

I thank you for considering the more prudent choice and abandoning the current proposal. 

 

Sincerely Yours, 

 

Thomas A. Di Mascio 

273 Park Avenue 

Lyndhurst, NJ 07071 

+1-201-965-9860 
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Yeh, Alice

From: Dinda Evans <dindamcp4@yahoo.com>

Sent: Monday, August 11, 2014 12:54 PM

To: Region2 PassaicLower8MileComments

Subject: Passaic River..please clean it up

 
the EPA it needs to fully clean up the Passaic River so the people of Newark and beyond can enjoy the natural resource that belongs to all of 
us.  
This is the first real step forward for cleaning up the Passaic River however there has to be a complete clean up not just removing hot spots and 
capping. The New Jersey Sierra Club fully supports Alternative 2, which will completely clean up the River while the other Alternatives will not. 
Talking Points: 
Alternative 2 is a full bank to bank dredging of the lower 8.3 miles to depths of 20-30' that would totally remove the contaminants and permit boating to 
return to its pre-1950 levels. 
Alternative 2 would permit new docks, boat ramps, and bulkheads to be built. No maintenance is required with Alternative 2.  
Alternative 2 holds the polluters fully responsible and is truly a Restoration of the Passaic River.  
Alternative 3 would cap the river and not dredge the bottom. This will not work because of flooding and scouring of River. It is being proposed because it 
is cheaper, but will not last since ultimately the caps will fail. Bank to bank capping has never been done before. This Alternative would also require 
regular costly maintenance.  
The Alternative 3 capping results in no Improved Boating, a no wake policy and a no anchor policy. The River would be capped after 80 years of silting, 
leaving the mud flats that prevent boats to reach the shore line, except at high tide. New docks, boat ramps, bulkheads, and shoreline development 
would be prohibited. 
Alternative 3 would prohibit yachts, passenger and sightseeing boats from bringing fans to Red Bull Stadium, the Gateway Center, NJPAC, Hampton 
Hotel, and nearby restaurants. The unimproved depth would prohibit the return of commercial shipping to North Newark. Capping leaves the bulk of the 
contaminated sediment in the River.  
Dioxin is one of the most deadly substances known to man that bio accumulates in people and is known to be the most carcinogenic. Dioxin is an 
extremely harmful substance not only to humans, but to the ecosystem as well. The Diamond Alkali plant manufactured pesticides, weed killers, and 
Agent Orange, the defoliant used during the Vietnam War. 
Under both state and federal law companies that discharge toxic chemicals into the environment that cause a loss of public use are assessed with 
Natural Resource Damages. The public fisheries, aquatic ecosystems, wetlands, rivers, and estuaries belong to all of us. When a company 
contaminates and prevents the use of that resource they have to pay damages. 
Rivers should not be Superfund sites they should be places where people can walk along the river bank or kayak. 



Vinson &Elkins 

Carol E. Dinkins cdinkins@velaw.com 

Tel +1.713.756.2526 Fax +1.713.615.5311 

By Email 
James E. Woolford 
Director 

March 20,2014 

Office of Superfund Remediation and Technology Innovation 
Office of Solid Waste and Emergency Response 
USEP A, Ariel Rios Building 
1200 Pennsylvania Avenue, N.W. 
Room S5622 Mail Code: 5201 P 
Washington, DC 20460 

Re: Lower Passaic River Focused Feasibility Study 

Dear Mr. Woolford: 

On behalf of our clients, Occidental Chemical Corporation, Maxus Energy 
Corporation, and Tierra Solutions, Inc., we thank you for the opportunity to meet on 
Tuesday. We appreciated, as well, Region 2 representatives joining by telephone. As we 
discussed, please find attached a narrative explanation of some of the policy issues we raised 
and discussed on Tuesday, as well as the PowerPoint we presented at our meeting. 

Mr. Ells, as we departed our meeting, observed that an evaluation of fish tissue would 
have been helpful in considering MNA. Please find attached a summary prepared by Arcadis 
of two fish tissue sampling programs approximately ten years apart, along with Maxus' 
proposal to conduct additional fish tissue sampling. Also, within the next few weeks our 
clients will submit to EPA a conceptual bioremediation approach to sediment remediation. 

Finally, our clients would like to take a step back from specific concerns on the FFS 
and ask that EPA Headquarters consider the broader public interest, which we believe it is 
able to consider better than any of the other parties, including us, who are more closely 
attached to the Site. 

Vinson & Elkins LLP Attorneys at Law 

Abu Dhabi Austin Beijing Dallas Dubai Hong Kong Houston London 

Moscow New York Palo Alto Riyadh San Francisco Tokyo Washington 

1001 Fannin Street, Suite 2500 

Houston, TX 77002-6760 

Tel +1.713.756.2222 Fax+1.713.756.2346 www.velaw.com 



V&E March 20, 2014 Page 2 

In our view, the process for decisionmaking on the Passaic River fails to follow 
protocol and is operating on the edge of if not outside the bounds of the clear, delineated, 
traditional, legally-defensible Superfund process. The FFS is not a process of statute or 
regulation, only guidance, and even in guidance, such a process was only intended for much 
smaller, less technically and legally complex sites. And the RI/FS for the same stretch of 
river, and importantly, upstream portions that should likely be cleaned up ahead of 
downstream stretches to avoid recontamination, is likely to be completed shortly after the 
release of the FFS, confusing matters and likely causing further complication and 
contradiction. We fear that the RI/FS itself is biased in that it is being led by a subset of 
PRPs attempting to avoid or drastically minimize their own liability by developing a 
technical document that focuses only on dioxin and not on the other key COCs in the River, 
including PCBs, mercury, and PAHs. Hundreds of millions of dollars have been spent on 
studies, litigation, and public relations, while relatively little has been spent on actual 
remediation, other than the work Maxus funded on the OUl site itself and the first phase of 
sediment removal. 

Our clients respectfully ask that EPA Headquarters work with all parties, including 
us, to determine in a time-limited, focused way, if the entire process of decisionmaking could 
not be re-engineered to lead, in the long run, to better, faster, more widely-supportable, 
defensible remedial decisions. We believe that if all parties stay with the current course, the 
PRPs will have little alternative but to challenge the remedy in every way possible. Our 
clients would much prefer to expend their resources in actual remediation. To date, 
unfortunately for the public and the citizens of New Jersey and the residents along the River, 
too much money has been spent on transaction costs rather than environmental remediation 
and restoration. 

Our clients propose that EPA Headquarters create no more than a three-month "time 
out" to review the entire process for remedial decisionmaking on the Passaic River. We 
understand that EPA and other parties at other sites have developed collaborative, mission
driving, efficient processes to improve collaboration, reduce conflict, increase efficiency, and 
speed remedial decisionmaking. While they recognize that this mega site is particularly 
complex in every way, our clients believe it in the public interest to take a bounded "time 
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out" to seek a better way forward. It is our understanding that EPA has access to the best 
mediators and process experts in the country when it comes to Superfund cleanup through a 
blanket five-year contract under EPA's Conflict Prevention and Resolution Center. We are 
aware that EPA has successfully used alternative dispute resolution to improve 
decisionmaking at many sites across the country. We propose that the RPs fund, via EPA 
through this contract, to immediately retain two or three of the best Superfund mediators in 
the country to conduct a conflict and process assessment. 

Through this time-limited, intensive intervention, the conflict resolution professionals 
could assist all of us in: 

1) interviewing confidentially the parties' principals and in-house counsel only 
(EPA Headquarters, EPA Region 2, New Jersey DEP, New Jersey Governor's Office, City of 
Newark, Occidental/Maxus/Tierra Solutions, and key members of the Cooperating Parties 
Group (CPG); 

2) exploring with these entities ideas for re-engineering the current set of 
relationships, processes, organizations, and interactions to increase information, decrease or 
mitigate conflict, separate more clearly remedial decisionmaking from contentious allocation 
decisions, minimize redundancies and concurrent processes, leverage joint resources, and 
speed decisions to remedial action; 

3) sharing the results with all parties, m draft, m writing, with process 
recommendations and options; and 

4) convening at least one well-organized, well-structured, mediated "no 
commitments" workshop among these entities to explore and consider these 
recommendations. 

Our clients do not want to be the entities with key interests left outside the key 
decisions affecting the cleanup of this site and be forced to expend their resources almost 
solely on defense, litigation, alliance building, lobbying and self-protection. Rather, they 
would much prefer to be part of are-imagined process that can much better serve the public 
interest. 
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We are available to answer follow-up questions, if there are any. Thank you again for 
your courtesy, time, and consideration. 

Attachment 

cc: Steve Ells 
Walter Mugdan 
Eric Schaaf 

Yours very truly, 

Carol E. Dinkins 



      Voltaggio Consulting, LLC  

                             A  L i m i t e d  L i a b i l i t y  C o m p a n y  

1529 Chalet Drive   Cherry Hill    New Jersey    08003 

Telephone: 856-745-1488   Facsimile: 856-673-0243 

Email:  tom@voltaggioconsulting.com     Web: www.voltaggioconsulting.com 

    
March 20, 2014 

 
Policy Issues Raised by the Prospect of an FFS for the Lower Passaic 

 
1 - The Use of an FFS for Remedy Determination for the Lower 8 Miles of 
the Lower Passaic River (“LPR”) Is Inconsistent with the National  
Contingency Plan 
 
An FFS is a tool used by EPA to expedite CERCLA cleanups when a 
presumptive remedy or interim action will be employed.  As explained in more 
detail below, FFSs have been used in limited circumstances where there are few 
technical issues surrounding a remedial action or to implement interim remedies 
while a detailed environmental investigation is completed.  A remedy of the scale 
contemplated by the LPR FFS—some combination of dredging and capping eight 
miles of river, at a cost estimated to range between $400 million and $3.5 billion 
or more, to be implemented over the course of many years—should be evaluated 
and selected through CERCLA’s well-established RI/FS process, rather than 
characterized as an “interim remedy” subject only to an abbreviated FFS 
process.  The scale of two of the three remedial alternatives (the only alternatives 
considered in the draft FFS in 2007) being considered by Region 2 goes far 
beyond anything ever developed through an FFS process.  If implemented, either 
of those two proposed alternatives would constitute one of the largest, if not the 
largest, sediment remedy ever selected by USEPA.  Region 2’s proposed course 
reflects a misuse of the FFS process, which was conceived and intended for truly 
focused work, not to prematurely select a final remedy for eight miles of an urban 
river immediately prior to the scheduled completion of an RI/FS that has been 
under preparation for 20 years, a testament to the need for extensive data 
collection and analysis at the Site.  That it is taking Region 2 seven years to 
finalize the FFS underscores the complexity of developing remedial alternatives 
for the LPR, the unsuitability of an FFS to do so, and the need for EPA to comply 
with the NCP. 
 
There is no precedent for Region 2’s decision to proceed with an FFS for the 
lower eight miles of the Passaic.  In fact, an examination of the origin of the FFS 
and USEPA’s past practice in using an FFS as part of a CERCLA cleanup 
demonstrate that the use of an FFS in the lower Passaic is inconsistent with 
USEPA’s policy and practice.  For a cleanup as large and complex as that being 
contemplated for the Passaic, a full RI/FS is necessary before a remedial action 
may be selected.  As explained below, the FFS is a tool of USEPA’s invention 



that is not governed by the NCP.  Region 2’s use of an FFS in the lower eight 
miles of the Passaic appears to be an attempt to advance Region 2’s preferred 
remedy of dredging without thorough consideration of the data being collected in 
the ongoing RI/FS, thereby circumventing the requirements of the NCP.  
Importantly, major portions of the FFS are incomplete, unpublished, unreviewed, 
and possibly have not even been initiated.  This consideration is particularly 
salient given the uncertainties surrounding the question of how much to dredge 
and where; what risks will be associated with re-entrainment of contaminated 
sediment; and the apparent absence of sufficient evaluation of natural 
attenuation, costs, and disposal option difficulties.   
 
The term “focused feasibility study” is not found in the NCP.  The first use of the 
concept appears to be in USEPA’s 1994 Guidance on Accelerating CERCLA 
Environmental Restoration at Federal Facilities.  This guidance memorandum 
was intended to support the “accelerat[ion] and develop[ment of] streamlined 
approaches to the cleanup of hazardous waste” at federal facilities. The guidance 
memorandum encourages the development of presumptive remedies as 
standardized methods to approach similar or recurring contamination problems.  
The guidance states that “[f]ollowing site characterization, a focused Feasibility 
Study (FS) or Engineering Evaluation/Cost Analysis (EE/CA) may be sufficient 
when employing the presumptive remedy approach.”   Notably, the USEPA’s 
1994 Guidance was issued to provide specific guidance for federal facilities as a 
companion to the earlier OSWER Directive 9203.1-03 for privately-owned 
facilities (USEPA, 1992).  This earlier directive mentions neither presumptive 
remedies nor the use of an FFS. 
 
It does not appear that USEPA has issued any subsequent guidance on why and 
when it is appropriate to initiate an FFS rather than an FS.  An evaluation of 
USEPA practice reveals that the use of the FFS process has grown over time to 
exceed the limited circumstances outlined in the USEPA’s 1994 guidance 
memorandum.  A review of USEPA’s practice reveals three primary situations in 
which the FFS has been used: 
 
1. Interim Remedial Actions:  FFSs have been used to evaluate alternatives for 

interim remedial actions in situations where a full remedy will follow.  However, 
when an FFS is used to implement an interim remedy, it is critical that any 
actions taken under the FFS be consistent with the broader RI/FS. 
 

2. Implementation of a Presumptive Remedy: The use of the FFS outlined in the 
original USEPA guidance memorandum was for the implementation of a 
presumptive remedy.  Presumptive remedies are implemented at sites where 
there are not significant, site-specific technical issues that require evaluation 
before implementation of a remedy. 
 

3. Implementation of a Remedy at a Similarly-Situated Operable Unit (OU) within 
a Larger Site: When significant amounts of data have been obtained and 



analyzed during previous RIs, Remedial Designs (RDs), or RI/FSs performed 
at other OUs at a site, an FFS may be used to implement a remedy at a newly-
addressed, similarly situated OU.  In practice, an FFS will only be used at a 
later OU when a full RI/FS has already been conducted for the similar, earlier 
remediated OU. 

Each of these applications demonstrates that the FFS can be an important tool to 
increase efficiency and decrease costs when further data collection and analysis 
are not required to develop and choose among a set of remedial alternatives.  
However, this is not the case in the lower eight miles of the Passaic River.  At 
this time, the ongoing RI/FS for the LPR has yet to resolve questions regarding 
the distribution of contaminated sediment, pathways for redistribution of 
contamination, or the remedial options that will most effectively address the 
contaminated sediment that is present in the environment.  The complexities 
arising from the variable distribution of contaminated sediment, scope of the 
study area, contaminants from ongoing sources, and the magnitude of the 
remedies under consideration all lead to the conclusion that the Lower Passaic 
River is not the type of site to which a presumptive remedy can be applied.   
 
Furthermore, significant technical questions that will influence both the baseline 
risk assessment and ultimate remedy selection remain in the ongoing RI for the 
LPR.   At the same time, Maxus, on behalf of Occidental have implemented 
interim remedial actions in the LPR.  Given that the areas of greatest concern are 
already being addressed and significant technical issues remain unresolved, an 
FFS is not justifiable for the lower eight miles of the Passaic River.  At least one 
of the alternatives being considered under the FFS may well not be consistent 
with the FS preferred remedy for the entire LPR, given that they involve bank-to-
bank dredging and the FS remedy may involve targeted dredging.  Additionally, 
the RI/FS remedy may require some form of upland or upriver actions to control 
ongoing sources of contamination that impact the lower eight miles of the River.  
An FFS performed before the RI/FS is completed for the entire LPR could 
obstruct the final process and is inconsistent with the NCP and USEPA guidance.  
In addition, the FFS deprives the PRPs the opportunity to meaningfully 
participate in the RI/FS process as provided in the RI/FS guidance before 
selection of significant and costly remedial actions.  
 
There is substantial risk that, if Region 2 acts on the basis of the abbreviated 
FFS process, it will select an alternative that will fail, partially or fully, to achieve 
the desired risk management objectives and/or will be inconsistent with the final 
remedy determined from the full RI/FS.  These considerations suggest that 
Region 2 should allow the RI/FS process to continue on its schedule and not 
divert resources to the FFS that would later have to be amended to conform to 
the RI/FS.  Rather than select a final remedy in the guise of an “interim action” 
based on an abbreviated process, Region 2 should develop a measured 
approach based on the full RI/FS, which will allow Region 2 to implement a 
logical, iterative action plan for the entire 17 miles of the River.    
 



 
2 - Region 2 has not adequately considered the ability of dredging to meet 
risk-based goals or the alternative of monitored natural recovery. 
 
Environmental dredging is a complex and expensive process that does not 
always meet- and may actually delay or impede- environmental risk reduction 
goals.  Based on the information provided in the FFS Summary, it is not clear 
that Region 2 has adequately considered the challenges associated with 
implementation of environmental dredging or the benefits of monitored natural 
recovery (MNR) as an alternative. 
 
MNR consists of allowing natural processes to reduce sediment contamination 
below risk levels.  Enhanced monitored natural recovery (EMNR) broadcasts 
coarse-grained materials over the sediment surface to accelerate the process of 
natural recovery.  USEPA guidance states “[d]ue to the limited number of 
cleanup methods available for contaminated sediment, generally, project 
managers should evaluate each of the three potential remedy approaches 
(sediment removal, capping, and MNR) at every sediment site. At large or 
complex sites, project managers have found that alternatives that combine a 
variety of approaches are frequently cost effective (USEPA 2005).  It is not clear 
that Region 2 considered MNR as a stand-alone remedy that could avoid the 
challenges posed by environmental dredging. 
 
Remedial alternatives that rely primarily on dredging to achieve risk-based goals 
have demonstrated limitations as a result of the effects of sediment resuspension 
and residuals (Bridges et al. 2010), and the timeframes for reaching acceptable 
risk levels at the site may span decades.  These considerations must be 
accounted for in the development and evaluation of the alternatives. When a 
Feasibility Study is performed, each potential alternative must have a remedy- 
specific risk assessment to determine to what extent levels of risk will be reduced 
and/or how long it will take to reach remediation goals.  Many sediment sites can 
reach targeted risk levels over time via MNR or enhanced MNR without the 
additional risks created by dredging and associated resuspension.  The agency 
recognizes the use of MNR as an appropriate alternative for Superfund sites, 
especially where remediation costs are extremely high, as is the case here. 
 
If many sediment remedies (even no further action) can result in achievement of 
remediation goals over time, the decision maker needs to balance the cost of 
different alternative remedies against the time it will take to achieve such goals.  
As there are no hard and fast rules governing the timing to achieve remediation 
goals, it becomes a judgment of the decision maker to decide how much money 
is too much to reduce the time it takes to meet remediation goals.   
 
The issue to be considered is whether it is good public policy to require the 
expenditure of huge amounts of dollars for the deep dredging or bank-to-bank 
dredging and capping remedies to achieve remediation goals if it takes “x” years, 



when perhaps a much less costly MNR or EMNR remedy will only take “y” years 
longer?   
 
Below please find a hypothetical example of a type of analysis that would be 
useful to explore in a Feasibility Study for such a large remedy. 
 
Since there are no hard and fast rules governing the timing to achieve 
remediation goals, it becomes the reasoned judgment of the Superfund remedy 
decision maker in deciding the cost effectiveness of spending substantially more 
moey in the hope of reducing the time to achieve remediation goals by x years.   
 
The following chart illustrates this concept: 
 

 
 
The x - axis depicts years to reach remediation goals. The Y axis is remedy cost 
beyond MNA cost.  The $0 line is the MNA remedy.  One can see that one will 
spend $250M more than MNA costs to shorten achievement of compliance 40 
years (100-60 years), but must spend $1.25 Billion to shorten compliance 
achievement by another 20 years (60-40 years). 
 
This type of analysis is crucial to sound decision-making for a complex, 
expensive and multi-year remedy. 
 
 
Thomas C Voltaggio 
March 20, 2014 



 

Briefing on Fish and Crab Tissue Data in the Lower Passaic River Study Area Relative to 
Decision-Making in the USEPA’s Revised Focused Feasibility Study (FFS) 

The available fish and crab tissue chemistry data for the Lower Passaic River Study Area 
(LPRSA) are not sufficient to appropriately and reasonably evaluate any spatial or temporal 
trends in the concentrations of chemicals of concern.  Nearly all of the fish and crab tissue data 
were collected during only two sampling periods---1999/2000 (Tierra/USEPA) and 2009/2010 
(CPG/USEPA).  For each of these sampling events/periods, the species and spatial area of the 
river sampled differed.  In 1999/2000, Tierra sampled only the lower 6 miles of the LPRSA, and 
collected primarily marine/estuarine species.  In 2009/2010, the CPG focused primarily on the 
upper 11 miles of the LPRSA and collected primarily freshwater/estuarine species.  The CPG 
collected some data from the lower 6 miles of the LPRSA in 2009/2010 for three of the edible 
fish/shellfish species that were sampled by Tierra in 1999/2000.  These species include white 
perch (resident fish species), American eel (migratory fish species), and blue crab (resident 
shellfish species).  The summary statistics for concentrations of 2,3,7,8-Tetrachlorodibenzo-p-
Dioxin (TCDD) and total polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs) in these species are provided in 
Table 1 for the entire LPRSA, and Table 2  the lower 8 miles of the LPRSA only.    

Because there are limited tissue data from only two time periods to compare, it is not possible to 
conduct a reasonable statistically-based evaluation of potential trends in chemical 
concentrations.  However, in looking at the averages for the LPRSA as a whole and the lower 8 
miles only for these species (Tables 1 and 2), it appears that there may be a downward trend in 
the overall concentrations of both TCDD and PCBs.   Figures 1 and 2 show blue crab TCDD and total 
PCB data by river mile and time period for the LPRSA.  Data for this species are the most 
robust in terms of sample numbers and spatial overlap between the 1999/2000 and 2009/2010 
sampling events.  It appears in the graphs for both TCDD and PCBs that the concentrations are 
generally lower in 2009/2010 than they were in 1999/2000. 

Determination of whether a trend in fish and crab tissue data does or does not exist is critical to 
drawing any conclusions regarding future risks in the river, and for consideration related to any 
remedial actions.  A trend analysis would require more tissue data to be collected for the same 
species throughout the LPRSA.  Maxus proposes that such a dataset be collected in 2014, and 
that such data be considered in the FFS before it is issued and risk/remedial decisions are 
made.   Maxus's consultants are presently preparing a conceptual plan for a focused 2014 tissue 
sampling program aimed at providing the appropriate data to conduct a tissue chemistry trends analysis.  
Maxus will provide this conceptual plan to USEPA for consideration next week. 

 

 



FIGURE 
1 

Lower Passaic River Study Area 
Bioaccumulation Model 

Notes: 
LPRSA = Lower Passaic River Study Area 
ng = nanogram ; kg = kilogram  
TCDD = tetrachloro-p-dibenzodioxin 

2,3,7,8-TCDD in Blue Crab (Whole Body Soft Tissue) 



FIGURE 
2 

Lower Passaic River Study Area 
Bioaccumulation Model 

Notes: 
LPRSA = Lower Passaic River Study Area 
μg = microgram ; kg = kilogram  
PCB = polychlorinated biphenyl 

Total PCBs (7 Aroclors) in Blue Crab (Whole Body Soft 
Tissue) 



Table 1. Tissue Concentrations in Selected Species Collected in the Lower Passaic River Study Area (LPRSA) by Sampling Period

Chemical Species Tissue Type
Sampling 

Period N

Number 
of 

Detects

Frequency 
of 

Detection Mean 
Standard 
Deviation Minimum Maximum

American Eel Fillet 1999-2001 7 7 100% 21.7 6.49 14.6 32.2
American Eel Fillet 2009-2010 32 32 100% 13.5 9.84 0.31 41
American Eel Whole Body 1999-2001 6 6 100% 9.7 6.34 4.53 20.6
American Eel Whole Body 2009-2010 19 18 95% 16.8 15.0 0.11 47
Blue Crab Hepatopancreas 1999-2001 15 15 100% 262 45.0 195 371
Blue Crab Hepatopancreas 2009-2010 7 7 100% 143 63.8 41 210
Blue Crab Muscle 1999-2001 18 18 100% 17.6 3.94 10.9 22.7
Blue Crab Muscle 2009-2010 21 21 100% 7.48 5.65 0.82 20
Blue Crab Whole Body (Soft Tissue) 1999-2001 19 19 100% 75.0 24.8 28 141
Blue Crab Whole Body (Soft Tissue) 2009-2010 41 41 100% 49.2 25.0 4 110
White Perch Fillet 1999-2001 6 6 100% 64.9 22.2 34.4 88.9
White Perch Fillet 2009-2010 19 19 100% 41.0 24.1 3.6 99
White Perch Whole Body 1999-2001 18 18 100% 212 81.1 73.6 352
White Perch Whole Body 2009-2010 19 19 100% 129 71.5 18.0 250
American Eel Fillet 1999-2001 7 7 100% 1,624      745 670 2,800       
American Eel Fillet 2009-2010 32 32 100% 1,185      882 310 4,900       
American Eel Whole Body 1999-2001 6 3 50% 810 710 75 1,700       
American Eel Whole Body 2009-2010 19 19 100% 1,849      1,681        670 7,500       
Blue Crab Hepatopancreas 1999-2001 15 15 100% 5,513      1,958        3,200       11,000     
Blue Crab Hepatopancreas 2009-2010 7 7 100% 3,300      1,233        1,200       5,100       
Blue Crab Muscle 1999-2001 18 4 22% 64 22 16 75
Blue Crab Muscle 2009-2010 21 19 90% 31 27 3.5 100
Blue Crab Whole Body (Soft Tissue) 1999-2001 19 19 100% 777 467 140 1,800       
Blue Crab Whole Body (Soft Tissue) 2009-2010 41 41 100% 473 277 110 1,300       
White Perch Fillet 1999-2001 6 6 100% 842 179 600 1,100       
White Perch Fillet 2009-2010 19 19 100% 551 298 190 1,300       
White Perch Whole Body 1999-2001 18 18 100% 3,989      1,821        1,200       10,000     
White Perch Whole Body 2009-2010 19 19 100% 2,308      1,124        470 4,200       

2,3,7,8-
TCDD 
(ng/kg)

Total PCBs 
(ug/kg)

Notes: Includes all samples collected in the river.  The 1999-2001 sampling events include the 1999 Late Summer/Early Fall RI-ESP Sampling Program; 
the 2000 Spring RI-ESP Sampling Program; andthe 2001 Supplemental RI-ESP Biota Sampling Program.  The 2009-2010 sampling period includes 
samples collected by the Cooperating parties group during that period. 1/2 detection limit substituted for non-detected values. Field duplicate results were 
averaged. Total PCB concentrations are the sum of 7 Aroclors. 



Table 2. Tissue Concentrations in Selected Species Collected in the Lower Passaic River below LPRSA Mile 8 by Sampling Period

Chemical Species Tissue Type
Sampling 

Period N

Number 
of 

Detects

Frequency 
of 

Detection Mean 
Standard 
Deviation Minimum Maximum

American Eel Fillet 1999-2001 7 7 100% 21.7 6.49 14.6 32.2
American Eel Fillet 2009-2010 16 16 100% 14.9 9.91 4.70 41
American Eel Whole Body 1999-2001 6 6 100% 9.7 6.34 4.53 20.6
American Eel Whole Body 2009-2010 8 8 100% 24.8 13.2 5.70 47
Blue Crab Hepatopancreas 1999-2001 15 15 100% 262 45.0 195 371
Blue Crab Hepatopancreas 2009-2010 5 5 100% 176 34.4 130 210
Blue Crab Muscle 1999-2001 18 18 100% 17.6 3.94 10.9 22.7
Blue Crab Muscle 2009-2010 11 11 100% 11.10 5.23 3.80 20
Blue Crab Whole Body (Soft Tissue) 1999-2001 19 19 100% 75.0 24.8 28 141
Blue Crab Whole Body (Soft Tissue) 2009-2010 22 22 100% 61.6 22.1 24 110
White Perch Fillet 1999-2001 6 6 100% 64.9 22.2 34.4 88.9
White Perch Fillet 2009-2010 11 11 100% 48.9 22.5 22.0 99
White Perch Whole Body 1999-2001 18 18 100% 212 81.1 73.6 352
White Perch Whole Body 2009-2010 10 10 100% 158 45.8 73.0 250
American Eel Fillet 1999-2001 7 7 100% 1,624      745 670 2,800       
American Eel Fillet 2009-2010 16 16 100% 1,271      1086 450 4,900       
American Eel Whole Body 1999-2001 6 3 50% 810 710 75 1,700       
American Eel Whole Body 2009-2010 8 8 100% 2,780      2,299        760 7,500       
Blue Crab Hepatopancreas 1999-2001 15 15 100% 5,513      1,958        3,200       11,000     
Blue Crab Hepatopancreas 2009-2010 5 5 100% 3,900      725           3,200       5,100       
Blue Crab Muscle 1999-2001 18 4 22% 64 22 16 75
Blue Crab Muscle 2009-2010 11 11 100% 40 30 17 100
Blue Crab Whole Body (Soft Tissue) 1999-2001 19 19 100% 777 467 140 1,800       
Blue Crab Whole Body (Soft Tissue) 2009-2010 22 22 100% 477 353 110 1,300       
White Perch Fillet 1999-2001 6 6 100% 842 179 600 1,100       
White Perch Fillet 2009-2010 11 11 100% 649 319 190 1,300       
White Perch Whole Body 1999-2001 18 18 100% 3,989      1,821        1,200       10,000     
White Perch Whole Body 2009-2010 10 10 2,630      748           1900 4,200       

2,3,7,8-
TCDD 
(ng/kg)

Total PCBs 
(ug/kg)

Notes: Includes only samples collected below LPRSA river mile 8.  The 1999-2001 sampling events include the 1999 Late Summer/Early Fall RI-ESP 
Sampling Program; the 2000 Spring RI-ESP Sampling Program; andthe 2001 Supplemental RI-ESP Biota Sampling Program.  The 2009-2010 sampling 
period includes samples collected by the Cooperating parties group during that period. 1/2 detection limit substituted for non-detected values. Field 
duplicate results were averaged. Total PCB concentrations are the sum of 7 Aroclors. 
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MEMO 

To: 

Dave Rabbe, Tierra 
Derrick Vallance, Maxus  

Copies: 

Cliff Firstenberg, Tierra 
Melissa Beauchemin, ARCADIS 
Jen Bryz-Gornia, ARCADIS 
Shannon Dunn, ARCADIS 
Jackie Iannuzzi, ARCADIS 
 

From:  

Tim Iannuzzi 
 

 

Date: ARCADIS Project No.: 

March 26, 2014 B0009968.0000.00001 

Subject:  

Conceptual Fish and Crab Sampling Plan for Lower Passaic River Study Area 
 

This technical memorandum (memo) presents a proposed plan and approach for the collection of fish and 
crab tissue data in the Lower Passaic River Study Area (LPRSA) in 2014. The LPRSA includes the tidal 
portion of the Passaic River from its confluence with Newark Bay upstream to the Dundee Dam—
approximately 17 river miles (Figure 1).  In June 2007, a group of 73 potentially responsible parties, 
named the Cooperating Parties Group (CPG), entered into an Administrative Order on Consent (AOC) 
with U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) to conduct the Comprehensive Environmental 
Response, Compensation and Liability Act – Water Resources Development Act Remedial 
Investigation/Feasibility Study for the LPRSA (USEPA 2007).  Subsequent to the CPG entering into the 
2007 AOC, USEPA and other agencies developed a draft Focused Feasibility Study (FFS) to evaluate the 
need to undertake an early action in the lower 8 miles of the river.  This FFS process is ongoing, with a 
subsequent report set to be released by USEPA in the near future.  This memo has been prepared to 
describe a data collection program to fill a known data gap that would inform the pending FFS.  It presents 
a conceptual sampling plan to collect additional fish and crab tissue data for the primary chemicals of 
concern (COCs) in order to conduct statistical trends analysis for biota tissue chemistry data in the 
LPRSA.  The need and justification for such a program is described herein, along with the details of a 
sampling program that can be implemented in 2014.  
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Suite 200 

Annapolis 

Maryland 21403 

Tel 410 295 1205 

Fax 410 295 1225 
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Background 

Nearly all of the fish and crab tissue data available for the LPRSA were collected during only two sampling 
periods: 1999-2001 (Tierra Solutions, Inc. [Tierra]/USEPA) and 2009/2010 (CPG/USEPA). For each of 
these sampling events/periods, the species and spatial area of the river that was sampled differed. In 
1999-2001, Tierra sampled the lower 6 miles of the LPRSA and collected primarily marine/estuarine 
species. In 2009/2010, the CPG focused primarily on the upper 11 miles of the LPRSA and collected 
mostly freshwater species (e.g., catfish). The CPG collected some estuarine data from the lower 6 miles of 
the LPRSA in 2009/2010 for three of the edible fish/shellfish species that were sampled by Tierra in 1999-
2001: white perch (Morone americana), a resident fish species; American eel (Anguilla rostrata), a 
migratory fish species; and blue crab (Callinectes sapidus), a mostly resident shellfish species.  

Because there are limited tissue data from only two time periods, some of which lack spatial overlap, it is 
not possible to conduct a defensible statistically-based evaluation of potential trends in chemical 
concentrations. However, in looking at the averages for the LPRSA as a whole and the lower 8 miles only 
for these species1, it appears that there may be a downward trend in the overall concentrations of both 
TCDD and PCBs. Figures 2 and 3 show blue crab TCDD and total PCB data by river mile and time period 
for the LPRSA. Data for blue crab are the most robust in terms of sample numbers and spatial overlap 
between the 1999-2001 and 2009/2010 sampling events. Figures 2 and 3 appear to indicate that both 
TCDD and PCB concentrations are generally lower in 2009/2010 than they were in 1999-2001; however, a 
third dataset is needed to confirm the trend.  

Determination of whether a statistically significant trend in fish and crab tissue data does or does not exist 
is critical to drawing any conclusions regarding future risks in the river, and for consideration related to any 
remedial actions.  The present datasets are insufficient for this purpose.  For this reason, the release of 
the FFS with proposed risk-based remedial actions that are primarily focused on reductions in COCs in 
fish and crab tissue in the LPRSA is premature.  Instead, the FFS should be postponed until another biota 
tissue dataset can be collected, and a statistical evaluation of any trends is performed.  A trend analysis 
will require more tissue data to be collected for the same species and primary COCs as were collected in 
both the previous time periods (1999-2001 and 2009/2010) throughout the LPRSA.  Assuming these data 
are collected this calendar year, the dataset would represent additional fish tissue concentrations 4 to 5 
years newer than the latest dataset and provide important information about potential spatial and temporal 
trends in tissue concentrations. The conceptual plan for fish and crab sampling in the LPRSA is presented 
in the remainder of this memo.  Because we have the collective knowledge regarding successful 
fishing/crabbing methods and locations, and related Quality Assurance Project Plans (QAPPs) and reports 
from the previous two LPRSA programs, it will be fairly straightforward to develop a detailed QAPP and 

                     

1 The summary statistics for concentrations of 2,3,7,8-tetrachlorodibenzo-p-dioxin (TCDD) and total polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs) 
in these species are provided in Table1 for the entire 17-miles of the LPRSA, and Table 2 for river mile (RM) 0 to RM 8 only. 
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related documentation for this sampling plan, in order to expedite its approval by USEPA and its Partner 
Agencies, and the mobilization for and implementation of the sampling program in 2014. 

General Sampling Design 

The objective of this sampling plan is to collect fish and crab tissue from the LPRSA to evaluate potential 
statistical trends in COC concentrations from data representing different timeframes. In addition to 
evaluating potential spatial and temporal trends in COCs, human health risk, ecological risk, and possible 
remedial alternatives within the LPRSA, will also be evaluated using the new data.  This tissue sampling 
event can be conducted any time between the late spring and early fall of 2014.  A goal of this program is 
to maintain consistency in the types of species/tissue types that have been collected/analyzed in the past 
programs, and the (successful) sampling approaches used to obtain the historic samples.   

The tissue sampling and analysis program proposed herein includes targeting several species of fish and 
shellfish that were sampled in the previous two programs. The target species were chosen based on their 
relative importance to assessing potential human health and ecological risk, and their relative abundance 
in the LPRSA (i.e., those species that have been shown to be most widespread and abundant in the river 
during the two historical sampling events).  Target species include catfish, a benthic omnivore; white 
perch, an epibenthic/pelagic invertivore; American eel, a demersal piscivore; and blue crab, a benthic 
omnivore. These species have been collected throughout the LPRSA in substantial numbers and 
represent species consumed by both humans and wildlife. Tissue samples will consist of composites of 
multiple fish or crabs 2 of the same species to provide sufficient tissue mass for chemical analysis and for 
consistency with the previous USEPA-approved 1999-2001 Ecological Sampling Program (ESP; Tierra  
1999) and the CPG’s Tissue Sampling for the entire 17-mile stretch of the river (Windward 2009a,b). 

The general sampling design divides the LPRSA into two major zones according to surface water salinity: 
the estuarine zone (RM 0 to RM 8) and the freshwater zone (RM 8 to RM 17.4). Each zone is subdivided 
into 2-mile river reaches and sampling locations are allocated among these reaches. Sampling locations 
will be located within each 2-mile river reach in areas of known or likely habitat based on results of the 
2010 field reconnaissance (Windward 2013) and prior field sampling events (Tierra 1999; Windward 2010, 
2011). This will ensure that tissue samples targeted in each zone are collected spatially throughout the 
zone. Figures 4a and 4b depict previous samples collected from the estuarine zone (Figure 4a) and 
freshwater zone (Figure 4b), and show the breakdown of the sampling reaches within each zone.  A 
breakdown of the major zones, reaches and river miles is as follows: 

                     

2  Composite tissue sampling provides a cost-effective approach for developing an estimate of the mean concentration of chemicals 
in tissue (USEPA 2002), is consistent with the human health risk assessment data use objective of estimating mean concentrations 
in tissue consumed by humans over a long-term period of exposure (USEPA 1989a, 1989b, 2000), ensures sufficient tissue mass for 
the program’s extensive analytical requirements, and provides comparability with the sampling that was conducted under the ESP 
and CPG programs.  
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Zone Reach River Mile 

Estuarine 

1 0 – 2 
2 2 – 4 
3 4 – 6 
4 6 – 8 

Freshwater 

5 8 – 10 
6 10 – 12 
7 12 – 14 
8 14 –17.4 

 
The target sampling area for all species will focus on localized habitat areas (i.e., areas with a radius of 
approximately 100 ft). At least two target sampling locations will be sampled in each reach based on the 
locations identified by CPG and so that sampling locations are distributed evenly per zone; however, 
additional sampling areas may be identified in the field in order to collect sufficient numbers of fish to meet 
the tissue mass requirements. Composites will be created for each target tissue type and analyzed 
separately. The number of individuals in a single composite will be based on analytical mass 
requirements.  

A full suite of chemical (COC) analyses will be conducted on the tissue samples. These include metals3 
(including mercury and methylmercury), organochlorine pesticides (excluding toxaphene), butyltins, PCBs 
(Aroclors and 209 individual congeners), dioxins/furans, semi-volatile organic compounds, polycyclic 
aromatic hydrocarbons (PAHs; excluding alkylated PAHs), percent moisture, and lipid content. Herbicides 
and volatile organic compounds (VOCs) will not be analyzed.  All analyses will have low level detection 
limits, which will be identified in advance in the (QAPP). 

Target tissue types for the human health risk assessment (HHRA) include fish fillets, edible crab muscle, 
and hepatopancreas composite samples. Target tissue types for the ecological risk assessment (ERA) 
include whole-body fish and whole-body crab (all soft parts without shell). To meet the needs of both risk 
assessments with one sampling event, catfish fillets will be analyzed separately from the remaining tissue 
(carcass). Catfish fillet chemical concentrations then will be combined mathematically (proportionally to 
the average weight of the species) with carcass chemical concentrations to compute whole-body 
concentrations.  This is consistent with the USEPA-approved approach used in the 2009/2010 CPG 
sampling program and will reduce the number of catfish samples required for analysis.  Because white 

                     

3 Metals analysis will include the following metals:  aluminum, antimony, arsenic (total and inorganic), barium, beryllium, cadmium, 
calcium, chromium, cobalt, copper, iron, lead, magnesium, manganese, nickel, potassium, selenium, silver, sodium, thallium, 
titanium, vanadium, zinc. 
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perch and American eel are anticipated to be more abundant throughout the river than catfish, separate 
fillet and whole-body composite samples will be analyzed.   

A maximum number of sampling attempts per location will be established; however, it may not be possible 
to collect adequate tissue mass at each specified sampling location to constitute a full analytical sample.  
In such cases, Tierra will work closely with USEPA during sampling to make decisions regarding 
compositing. If insufficient tissue has been collected after the maximum number of attempts, the target 
area will be expanded, or alternative species may be collected, depending on the fish catch. Tissue from 
different species will not be combined. After additional attempts have been exhausted, a chemical 
prioritization scheme will be employed for the analysis of the volume of tissue collected. Some sampling 
locations may need to be relocated or abandoned.  

Estimates of Sample Size 

When sampling an aquatic system the size of the LPRSA, reasonable estimates of the distribution of 
chemical concentrations in fish and shellfish tissue are needed to estimate potential risks to wildlife and 
humans that may consume them. To determine the number of samples sufficient for the sampling 
objectives, ARCADIS conducted statistical evaluations using the existing fish and shellfish tissue datasets 
from the 1999-2001 ESP and 2009/2010 CPG tissue sampling programs in the LPRSA. 

Sample sizes for each species/tissue type were selected with the following objectives:  

· To estimate 95% upper confidence limits on the mean (95UCL) with reasonable precision (i.e., 
small relative error)  

· To have sufficient power to detect differences in the mean when the new dataset is compared to 
data collected in the two previous time periods (i.e., 1999-2001 and 2009/2010). 

For mean estimation, sample sizes can be calculated according to the following formula found in Chapter 
8 of the USEPA’s ProUCL 5.0 Technical Guidance Document (USEPA 2013):  

n = Z2
1-(α/2) (standard deviation/difference from true mean)2  +  Z2

1-(α/2) /2 

where Z is the standard normal deviate that cuts off (1-(α/2))% of the distribution and 1-α/2 is the required 
confidence interval range. This equation can be modified to calculate sample size using relative error (as 
fraction of true mean) and coefficient of variation (CV) instead of using actual variance and margin of error 
(Gilbert 1987).  The resulting equation is as follows: 

n = Z2
1-(α/2) (CV/relative error)2  +  Z2

1-(α/2) /2 
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Sample size estimates were calculated for the range of CVs that have been observed in the existing tissue 
datasets and a range of relative errors, as provided below:  

Sample Size Estimates as a Function of Relative Error and CV 

Relative 
Error 

Coefficient of Variation 
0.25 0.4 0.5 0.6 0.7 0.8 

20% 6 13 19 26 35 45 
25% 5 9 13 17 23 30 
30% 4 7 9 13 17 21 
35% 3 5 7 10 13 16 

 
Because CVs for the tissue data are generally less than 0.6, a sample size of 13 will result in 95UCLs with 
a relative error of 30% or less.  The mean differences in concentrations noted between time periods in 
Tables 1 and 2 are generally in the range of 20 to 30%. Therefore, a sample size of 13 was selected as 
the minimum sample size for most species and tissue types where a 95UCL could be calculated by zone. 
The exception to this was for blue crab muscle and hepatopancreas, which tend to show lower CV and 
can be characterized with a smaller sample size. 

Sample Numbers and Rationale 

The statistics presented in Tables 1 and 2 provide evidence that tissue concentrations may be decreasing 
over time in the LPRSA.  If such a trend truly exists, it is important that sample sizes be adequate to detect 
differences in mean concentrations over time. Power (β) is the probability of detecting a statistically 
significant difference in the mean of two populations at a prescribed Type I4 error rate (α) when the means 
are in fact different. Power calculations require assumptions of the true difference in the means between 
the populations, the size of the sample collected from each population, and the standard deviation of the 
two populations.  

Power calculations for this analysis were performed using SAS 9.3 (SAS Institute 2012) and are based on 
the observed attributes of the previous tissue datasets for 2,3,7,8-TCDD and total PCBs (sum of 7 
Aroclors).  Assumptions of the mean difference are based on the observed difference in means between 
the 1999-2001 ESP dataset and the 2009/2010 CPG dataset for RM 0 to 8. No tissue data are available 
for RM 8 to17 for the 1999-2001 time period. The standard deviation is assumed to be equal to the 
observed standard deviation in the 2009/2010 dataset. The power equation can be rearranged to 
calculate the required sample size of a new sample given the samples collected and α and β are 

                     

4 The Type I error rate is the probability of rejecting a hypothesis when it is in fact true.  In this case the Type I error rate refers to the 
probability of rejecting the hypothesis that two means are equal when in fact they are equal.  The Type II error rate is equal to 1-β, 
and is the probability of accepting a hypothesis when it is false. 
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specified.  The sample size for the first sample is the actual sample size of the 2009/2010 dataset (RM 0 
to 8).  The sample size for the proposed dataset is calculated to, at a minimum, provide 70% power to 
detect a difference between means at an alpha = 0.10 using a one-sided two sample t-test.  Table 3 
provides the results of the power analysis.  

The sample size estimates provided in Table 3 represent the sample size necessary for a comparison of 
data from RM 0-8 only.  Since we do not have the data to support a power calculation for a river-wide (i.e., 
0-17 miles) analysis, we estimate that using double the sample size would result in adequate power (β > 
0.7) to detect temporal differences.  The results of the power analysis indicate that for some species/tissue 
types a sample size greater than 13 may be needed to provide adequate power to detect a difference at 
least as small as the difference already observed between the 1999-2001 and 2009/2010 datasets, 
particularly for whole body blue crab samples.  The target sample size for blue crab was increased to 22 
to ensure that statistical comparisons for 2,3,7,8-TCDD would have adequate power.  For white perch 
fillet, the power analysis indicates that a sample size of 17 is needed for a RM 0-8 calculation.  The 
sample size for white perch fillet was not increased since a river-wide comparison will have adequate 
power.  Another consideration in assessing sample size requirements is the number of comparisons being 
made.  Since multiple comparisons will be made (i.e., one comparison for every combination of species, 
tissue type, and chemical constituent), the probability of detecting an overall temporal trend in the river will 
be much greater than the power of an individual test. Therefore these minimum sample sizes are very 
conservative. 

Based on the power evaluation and considering the sample size estimates as a function of relative error 
and CV, proposed sample sizes for fish and crab tissue are below. 

Feeding Guild Species 

No. of Composite 
Samples per Tissue 

Type per Zone Type of Sample 

Total No. of 
Analytical 
Samples 

Invertivore white percha 
13 skinless fillet  52 

 13 whole body 
Benthic 
omnivore catfishb 

13 skinless fillet 26 
 13 remaining carcass 

Piscivore American eela 
13 skin-on fillet  52 

 13 whole body 

Epibenthic 
omnivore blue crab 

22 whole body 44 
8 edible muscle  16 
8 hepatopancreasb 16 

Total 206 
Notes: 

a. White perch and American eel samples may be analyzed as individual fish or composite samples,  
depending on size.  

b. While white catfish (Ameiurus catus) will be targeted, other types of catfish including channel catfish (Ictalurus 
punctatus) and brown bullhead (Ameiurus nebulosus) may be considered depending on abundance. Catfish only 
targeted in the freshwater zone, which is the extent of their range in the LPRSA.  

c. From a subset of crabs collected for edible muscle analysis.   
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Proposed Sampling Methods 

Several methods are proposed to collect fish and blue crab throughout the LPRSA, including minnow/eel 
traps, crab traps, trotlines, and gillnets. While the majority of fish will be captured from the shoal areas 
near the shoreline, gillnets will also be positioned mid-channel as necessary. Boat and/or backpack 
electrofishing will be conducted as salinity and conductivity allow, but will likely be restricted to reaches 4 
through 8 (RM 6 through 17.4). Bait will vary by method but may include bologna, cheese dough, chicken 
legs, blood dough, commercially processed blue crab, shrimp, worms, and chicken livers. Additional 
information on sampling methods will be provided in the standard operating procedures (SOPs).  The 
SOPs and QAPP for this sampling event will be adopted from the comparable documents developed by 
the CPG for the 2009/2010 sampling program.   These will be developed and submitted to USEPA in an 
expedited manner for review and approval, so that this program can proceed in 2014. 

Summary 

Fish and shellfish tissue samples will be collected from various locations throughout the LPRSA. A 
summary of the total number of fish and shellfish samples is presented above and summarized below.  

· Blue crabs: A total of 44 whole body blue crab samples will be collected from the LPRSA; 22 
crabs will be collected from each zone (estuarine and freshwater) and submitted to the analytical 
laboratory. Eight additional crab tissue samples will be collected from each zone and will consist 
of separate samples of edible tissue and hepatopancreas tissue samples.  
 

· White perch:  A total of 52 white perch samples will be collected from the LPRSA; 26 white perch 
samples will be collected from each zone (estuarine and freshwater) and submitted to the 
analytical laboratory. 13 samples will be submitted as skinless fillets; 13 samples will be submitted 
as whole body fish.  Composite samples will consist of fish smaller than 30 centimeters. Larger 
fish will be submitted as individual samples.  
 

· American eel:  A total of 52 American eel samples will be collected from the LPRSA; 26 American 
eel samples will be collected from each zone (estuarine and freshwater) and submitted to the 
analytical laboratory. 13 samples will be submitted as skin-on fillets; 13 samples will be submitted 
as whole body eels. Composite samples will consist of fish smaller than 30 centimeters. Larger 
fish will be submitted as individual samples.   
 

· Catfish: White catfish (Ameiurus catus) will be the targeted species; however, other types of 
catfish including channel catfish (Ictalurus punctatus) and brown bullhead (Ameiurus nebulosus) 
may be considered depending on abundance.  A total of 26 catfish samples will be collected, 
primarily from the freshwater zone (i.e., RM 8 to 17) of the LPRSA. 13 samples will be submitted 
to the laboratory as skinless fillets; the remaining skin-on carcass will also be analyzed and used 
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to derive whole body chemical concentrations.  Composite samples will consist of fish smaller 
than 30 centimeters. Larger fish will be submitted as individual samples. 

Overall, this conceptual sampling program is anticipated to provide the additional fish and crab tissue 
dataset required to evaluate potential statistically significant trends in concentrations of COCs in tissue 
over time and throughout the LPRSA. These data are also paramount in evaluating ecological and human 
health risks and possible remedial options as part of the FFS for the LPRSA. This sampling program has 
been developed taking into consideration prior sampling programs/events, including target species, 
numbers and locations of previous samples, necessary statistical power, as well as the sampling methods 
and effort required to capture fish from the LPRSA.    
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Lower Passaic River Study Area 
Conceptual Fish and Crab Sampling Plan 

Notes: 
LPRSA = Lower Passaic River Study Area 
ng = nanogram ; kg = kilogram  
TCDD = tetrachloro-p-dibenzodioxin 

 

2,3,7,8-TCDD in Blue Crab (Whole Body) 
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Lower Passaic River Study Area 
Conceptual Fish and Crab Sampling Plan 

Notes: 
LPRSA = Lower Passaic River Study Area 
μg = microgram ; kg = kilogram  
PCB = polychlorinated biphenyl 

Total PCBs (7 Aroclors) in Blue Crab (Whole Body) 
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Table 1. Tissue Concentrations in Selected Species Collected in the Lower Passaic River Study Area (LPRSA) by Sampling Period

Chemical Species Tissue Type
Sampling 

Period N

Number 
of 

Detects

Frequency 
of 

Detection Mean 
Standard 
Deviation Minimum Maximum

American Eel Fillet 1999-2001 7 7 100% 21.7 6.49 14.6 32.2
American Eel Fillet 2009-2010 32 32 100% 13.5 9.84 0.31 41
American Eel Whole Body 1999-2001 6 6 100% 9.7 6.34 4.53 20.6
American Eel Whole Body 2009-2010 19 18 95% 16.8 15.0 0.11 47
Blue Crab Hepatopancreas 1999-2001 15 15 100% 262 45.0 195 371
Blue Crab Hepatopancreas 2009-2010 7 7 100% 143 63.8 41 210
Blue Crab Muscle 1999-2001 18 18 100% 17.6 3.94 10.9 22.7
Blue Crab Muscle 2009-2010 21 21 100% 7.48 5.65 0.82 20
Blue Crab Whole Body (Soft Tissue) 1999-2001 19 19 100% 75.0 24.8 28 141
Blue Crab Whole Body (Soft Tissue) 2009-2010 41 41 100% 49.2 25.0 4 110
White Perch Fillet 1999-2001 6 6 100% 64.9 22.2 34.4 88.9
White Perch Fillet 2009-2010 19 19 100% 41.0 24.1 3.6 99
White Perch Whole Body 1999-2001 18 18 100% 212 81.1 73.6 352
White Perch Whole Body 2009-2010 19 19 100% 129 71.5 18.0 250
American Eel Fillet 1999-2001 7 7 100% 1,624      745 670 2,800       
American Eel Fillet 2009-2010 32 32 100% 1,185      882 310 4,900       
American Eel Whole Body 1999-2001 6 3 50% 810 710 75 1,700       
American Eel Whole Body 2009-2010 19 19 100% 1,849      1,681        670 7,500       
Blue Crab Hepatopancreas 1999-2001 15 15 100% 5,513      1,958        3,200       11,000     
Blue Crab Hepatopancreas 2009-2010 7 7 100% 3,300      1,233        1,200       5,100       
Blue Crab Muscle 1999-2001 18 4 22% 64 22 16 75
Blue Crab Muscle 2009-2010 21 19 90% 31 27 3.5 100
Blue Crab Whole Body (Soft Tissue) 1999-2001 19 19 100% 777 467 140 1,800       
Blue Crab Whole Body (Soft Tissue) 2009-2010 41 41 100% 473 277 110 1,300       
White Perch Fillet 1999-2001 6 6 100% 842 179 600 1,100       
White Perch Fillet 2009-2010 19 19 100% 551 298 190 1,300       
White Perch Whole Body 1999-2001 18 18 100% 3,989      1,821        1,200       10,000     
White Perch Whole Body 2009-2010 19 19 100% 2,308      1,124        470 4,200       

2,3,7,8-
TCDD 
(ng/kg)

Total PCBs 
(ug/kg)

Notes: Includes all samples collected in the river.  The 1999-2001 sampling events include the 1999 Late Summer/Early Fall RI-ESP Sampling Program, 
the 2000 Spring RI-ESP Sampling Program, and the 2001 Supplemental RI-ESP Biota Sampling Program.  The 2009/2010 sampling period includes 
samples collected by the CPG during that period. 1/2 detection limit substituted for non-detected values. Field duplicate results were 
averaged. Total PCB concentrations are the sum of 7 Aroclors. 



 

Table 2. Tissue Concentrations in Selected Species Collected in LPRSA River Mile 0 to 8 

Chemical Species Tissue Type
Sampling 

Period N

Number 
of 

Detects

Frequency 
of 

Detection Mean 
Standard 
Deviation Minimum Maximum

American Eel Fillet 1999-2001 7 7 100% 21.7 6.49 14.6 32.2
American Eel Fillet 2009-2010 16 16 100% 14.9 9.91 4.70 41
American Eel Whole Body 1999-2001 6 6 100% 9.7 6.34 4.53 20.6
American Eel Whole Body 2009-2010 8 8 100% 24.8 13.2 5.70 47
Blue Crab Hepatopancreas 1999-2001 15 15 100% 262 45.0 195 371
Blue Crab Hepatopancreas 2009-2010 5 5 100% 176 34.4 130 210
Blue Crab Muscle 1999-2001 18 18 100% 17.6 3.94 10.9 22.7
Blue Crab Muscle 2009-2010 11 11 100% 11.10 5.23 3.80 20
Blue Crab Whole Body (Soft Tissue) 1999-2001 19 19 100% 75.0 24.8 28 141
Blue Crab Whole Body (Soft Tissue) 2009-2010 22 22 100% 61.6 22.1 24 110
White Perch Fillet 1999-2001 6 6 100% 64.9 22.2 34.4 88.9
White Perch Fillet 2009-2010 11 11 100% 48.9 22.5 22.0 99
White Perch Whole Body 1999-2001 18 18 100% 212 81.1 73.6 352
White Perch Whole Body 2009-2010 10 10 100% 158 45.8 73.0 250
American Eel Fillet 1999-2001 7 7 100% 1,624      745 670 2,800       
American Eel Fillet 2009-2010 16 16 100% 1,271      1086 450 4,900       
American Eel Whole Body 1999-2001 6 3 50% 810 710 75 1,700       
American Eel Whole Body 2009-2010 8 8 100% 2,780      2,299        760 7,500       
Blue Crab Hepatopancreas 1999-2001 15 15 100% 5,513      1,958        3,200       11,000     
Blue Crab Hepatopancreas 2009-2010 5 5 100% 3,900      725           3,200       5,100       
Blue Crab Muscle 1999-2001 18 4 22% 64 22 16 75
Blue Crab Muscle 2009-2010 11 11 100% 40 30 17 100
Blue Crab Whole Body (Soft Tissue) 1999-2001 19 19 100% 777 467 140 1,800       
Blue Crab Whole Body (Soft Tissue) 2009-2010 22 22 100% 477 353 110 1,300       
White Perch Fillet 1999-2001 6 6 100% 842 179 600 1,100       
White Perch Fillet 2009-2010 11 11 100% 649 319 190 1,300       
White Perch Whole Body 1999-2001 18 18 100% 3,989      1,821        1,200       10,000     
White Perch Whole Body 2009-2010 10 10 2,630      748           1900 4,200       

2,3,7,8-
TCDD 
(ng/kg)

Total PCBs 
(ug/kg)

Notes: Includes only samples collected below LPRSA river mile 8.  The 1999-2001 sampling events include the 1999 Late Summer/Early Fall RI-ESP 
Sampling Program, the 2000 Spring RI-ESP Sampling Program, and the 2001 Supplemental RI-ESP Biota Sampling Program.  The 2009/2010 sampling 
period includes samples collected by the CPG during that period. 1/2 detection limit substituted for non-detected values. Field 
duplicate results were averaged. Total PCB concentrations are the sum of 7 Aroclors. 



Table 3. Results of Power Calculations Using Tissue Data from the LPRSA (RM 0 to 8) 

Chemical Species Tissue Type 
Sampling 

Period Na Mean SD 
Mean 

Difference 

Number of 
Samples 
(α = 0.1;  

β = 0.70)b 

2,3,7,8-
TCDD 

(ng/kg) 

American 
Eel Fillet 

1999-2001 7 21.7 6.49 
6.8 13 

2009/2010 16 14.9 9.91 

Blue 
Crab 

Hepatopancreas 
1999-2001 15 262 45.0 

86 2 
2009/2010 5 176 34.4 

Edible Muscle 
1999-2001 18 17.6 3.94 

6.5 3 
2009/2010 11 11.10 5.23 

Whole Body 
(Soft Tissue) 

1999-2001 19 75.0 24.8 
13 22 

2009/2010 22 61.6 22.1 

White 
Perch 

Fillet 
1999-2001 6 64.9 22.2 

16 17 
2009/2010 11 48.9 22.5 

Whole Body 
1999-2001 18 212 81.1 

54 4 
2009/2010 10 158 45.8 

Total 
PCBs 

(ug/kg) 

American 
Eel Fillet 

1999-2001 7 1,624 745 
354 -- 

2009/2010 16 1,271 1086 

Blue 
Crab 

Hepatopancreas 
1999-2001 15 5,513 1,958 

1613 1 
2009/2010 5 3,900 725 

Edible Muscle 
1999-2001 18 64 22 

23 12 
2009/2010 11 40 30 

Whole Body 
(Soft Tissue) 

1999-2001 19 777 467 
300 6 

2009/2010 22 477 353 

White 
Perch 

Fillet 
1999-2001 6 842 179 

193 54 
2009/2010 11 649 319 

Whole Body 
1999-2001 18 3,989 1,821 

1359 2 
2009/2010 10 2,630 748 

Notes:  
a) Number of samples from LPRSA RM 0-8.  
b) Number of samples needed to detect a significant difference using a one-sided t-test with a probability of 
70% at an alpha of 0.10 assuming that the sample size of the first group is equal to the 2009/2010 sample size.  
-- Indicates sample size is incalculable. 
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Yeh, Alice

From: Carolyn Dorflinger <cdorflinger@gmail.com>

Sent: Wednesday, August 13, 2014 4:28 PM

To: Region2 PassaicLower8MileComments

Subject: I support Alternative 2

Please clean up the Passaic River so the people of Newark and beyond can enjoy the natural resource that belongs 

to all of us. Only Alternative 2 will dredge the river and also allow future boat ramps and extensive boating. Also, 

Alternative 2 will not require further maintenance. Please stand up for the best cleanup method for the Passaic! 

 

Carolyn Dorflinger  

10 Schindler Ct 

Chatham NJ 
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Yeh, Alice

From: Conserve <jonathan@jaffecom.com>

Sent: Friday, August 08, 2014 10:44 AM

To: Region2 PassaicLower8MileComments

Cc: jonathan@jaffecom.com

Subject: Help Save the Lower Passaic  - Email to EPA

Ms. Alice Yeh 

Remedial Project Manager, EPA 

290 Broadway, 19th floor 

New York, NY 10007-1866 

Dear Ms. Yeh, 

The EPA should more seriously review and consider other alternatives to its proposed 4.3 million cubic yard 

“bank to bank” dredge, such as a targeted “Sustainable Remedy” that would clean the entire River faster, with 

results comparable to those promised by the EPA’s bank-to-bank proposal and with reduced impact on the host 

communities. 

Thank you. 

Don egan 

Donte1128@me.com 

155 Laidlaw 

Jersey city 

Nj 

07306 



THE 

June 10, 2014 

Alice Yeh 
Remedial Project Manager 
Environmental Protection Agency 
290 Broadway, 19th Floor 
New York, New York 10007-1866 

Dear Ms. Y eh: 

CHAMBER 

The New Jersey State Chamber of Commerce ("State Chamber") is recognized as an 
independent voice of business in the State ofNew Jersey. With a broad membership ranging 
from Fortune 500 companies to small proprietorships, representing every comer of the State and 
every industry, our members provide jobs for over a million people in New Jersey. We continue 
to work towards promoting a vibrant business environment and economic prosperity through 
vision, expertise and innovative solutions. 

We are writing to you today to express our significant concerns with the Environmental 
Protection Agency' s (EPA) Proposed Plan to dredge the Lower Passaic River from Newark Bay 
to River Mile 8.3. 

As New Jersey' s State Chamber, we have real concerns that this approach would take decades to 
complete and would deter business development in River communities in Essex, Hudson, Passaic 
and Bergen counties for years to come. 

There are a number of reasons that we are concerned with a bank to bank dredge ofthe lower 8 
miles of the River, including: 

);. The EPA' s Proposed Plan estimates that it will take 5 years to complete the dredging of 
4.3 million cubic yards from the River. If the project in Lyndhurst at River Mile (RM) 
10.9 is any indication, it will likely take decades to dredge this amount of material out of 
the River. A multi-decade dredging project would hinder new development in North 
Jersey and discourage our existing businesses from further investing in the area. 

);- As shown by the work at RM 10.9 and the recent replacement work on the Pulaski 
Skyway, New Jersey's transportation infrastructure is aging and in need of repair. During 
the RM 10.9 project, multiple bridges broke causing project delays that doubled the 
length of time for this project. A 4.3 million cubic yard dredge would require thousands 
of openings of the 15 bridges that cross the Riverbetween Newark Bay and RM 8.3. Has 
the EPA considered what the impact of this project will be to the business community if 
one or more of these bridges breaks again? 

NEW JERS EY CHAMBER OF COMMERCE • 216 WEST STATE STREET • TRENTON, NJ 08608 
PHONE: 609-989-7888 • FAX: 609-989-9696. WWW.NJCHAMBER.COM 



"r The EPA's Proposed Plan only addresses the lower 8 miles of the river and due to the 
high volume of material that will be dredged, there is the likelihood that recontamination 
will occur throughout the River. A solution that addresses the full 17 miles and 
minimizes recontamination should be considered. 

"r While a bank-to-bank dredge of the lower 8 miles will address sediment contamination, 
the plan does nothing to address stormwater runoff, discharges from combined sewer 
outflows and other sources that continue to contribute pollution to the Lower Passaic 
River. Until these sources are addressed, the River will never be truly clean. 

The State Chamber believes there is a more effective way to address risk to human health and the 
ecology and minimize disturbance to North Jersey's economy. 

We understand that the Lower Passaic River Study Area Cooperating Parties Group (CPG) has 
proposed a Sustainable Remedy that could be implemented more quickly and foiiows EPA's 
own guidance for remediation in complex river systems. In addition, the shorter implementation 
schedule of the Sustainable Remedy when compared to a bank to bank dredge could encourage 
new businesses to invest in and develop new projects in the Passaic River region. 

This remedy also includes green infrastructure projects that would reduce the pollution that 
continues to enter the River. We believe that these infrastructure projects would bring new 
employment and improve the quality oflife opportunities for New Jersey citizens. 

The State Chamber hopes that the EPA will consider the impact that a bank-to-bank dredge of 
the lower 8 miles with have on the business community. We believe that the Sustainable Remedy 
would be just as etiective as a bank-to-bank dredge, while being less intrusive to the business 
community. We hope that the EPA will seriously consider this remedy during the public 
comment period. 

Sincerely, 

Michael Egenton 
Senior Vice President 
Government Relations 
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Yeh, Alice

From: Conserve <jonathan@jaffecom.com>

Sent: Wednesday, August 20, 2014 8:24 AM

To: Region2 PassaicLower8MileComments

Cc: jonathan@jaffecom.com

Subject: Help Save the Lower Passaic  - Email to EPA

Ms. Alice Yeh 

Remedial Project Manager, EPA 

290 Broadway, 19th floor 

New York, NY 10007-1866 

Dear Ms. Yeh, 

The EPA should more seriously review and consider other alternatives to its proposed 4.3 million cubic yard 

“bank to bank” dredge, such as a targeted “Sustainable Remedy” that would clean the entire River faster, with 

results comparable to those promised by the EPA’s bank-to-bank proposal and with reduced impact on the host 

communities. 

Thank you. 

Michael Egenton 

michael@njchamber.com 

216 West State Street 

Trenton 

New Jersey 

08608 

609-989-7888 



 
 

            225 E John Carpenter Fwy 
Suite 1200 
Irving, TX 75062 

August 20, 2014 
 
By Hand Delivery and Electronic Mail 
 
Ms. Alice Yeh  
Remedial Project Manager  
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region 2  
290 Broadway, New York, New York 10007-1866 
PassaicLower8MileComments.Region2@epa.gov 
 
Re: Focused Feasibility Study Report and Superfund Proposed Plan for the Lower 
Eight Miles of the Lower Passaic River 
 
Dear Ms.Yeh: 
 
Celanese Corporation has worked with the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, 
Region 2 (EPA) in good faith to address conditions on the Lower Passaic River.  As a 
member of the Cooperating Parties Group (CPG) since 2007, we have agreed to perform 
a Remedial Investigation and Feasibility Study (RI/FS) for the entire seventeen miles of 
the Lower Passaic River and to participate in an interim removal action for a portion of 
the River.  These actions are being performed in cooperation with EPA and as interim 
steps necessary to select a cost-effective, long-term solution for the entire Lower Passaic 
River.  We have done so even though we have no ongoing operations on or near the 
Passaic River and our historical operations in the vicinity, which ceased twenty to forty 
years ago, did not generate the principal contaminants of concern found in the River (or, 
to our knowledge, contribute any contaminants of concern to the River).   
 
We write this letter to express our disappointment over EPA's decision to issue the 
Focused Feasibility Study (FFS) and to propose a remedy for a portion of the River 
before the CPG has had the opportunity to complete the RI/FS and to propose a remedy 
for the entire River.  This unprecedented and precipitous action is inconsistent with the 
cooperative relationship that the CPG and EPA have developed over the years and makes 
little technical sense.  It also is inconsistent with EPA's own guidance and 
regulations.   The result is a proposed remedy that will not only be the most expensive 
clean up in EPA history, but, as EPA concedes, one that will not and cannot achieve the 
remedial goals that EPA relies upon to justify its selection.  
 
We also write to highlight the more significant scientific and technical deficiencies in the 
FFS and EPA’s preferred remedy.  These deficiencies undermine the feasibility and 
utility of the preferred remedy.   First among them is the fact that the FFS relies upon 
assumptions to characterize the risks presented rather than actual, reliable and available  
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site data.  This error is compounded in the conceptual site model, which again ignores 
actual data in favor of averages and unrealistic assumptions.  The result is a conceptual 
model that is of little use in predicting River conditions or the effectiveness of the 
remedial options.  The FFS also fails to consider available and appropriate technologies 
and methods to clean up the River and employs assumptions that dramatically 
underestimate the time, costs, and community impact of the preferred remedy.  Finally, 
the FFS fails to address the fact that, because Region 2 selected contaminant remediation 
goals at least an order of magnitude less than background concentrations, the portion of 
the River addressed in the FFS will become recontaminated over time, rendering the 
proposed remedy ineffective.  Individually, these deficiencies raise serious questions 
about the technical reliability of the FFS; collectively, they impugn EPA's selection of the 
preferred remedy.  
 
Our detailed comments are enclosed.  Please note that these comments are not exhaustive, 
but are intended to explain the bases for our key, overarching scientific and technical 
concerns with the FFS. We reserve the right to raise additional objections to FFS, and in 
particular, arguments about how Region 2’s actions are arbitrary, capricious, and 
violative of applicable laws, rules, regulations, guidance, and standards. 
 
Celanese remains committed to working in good faith with the CPG, EPA and other 
interested parties on a reliable and cost-effective solution for the River.   The premature 
release of the FFS and the selection of the preferred remedy threaten this cooperative 
effort.  In order to avoid what appears to be an impending impasse over the appropriate 
path forward, we suggest that Region 2 pause the current FFS process, allow the 
feasibility study for the entire Lower Passaic River to be completed later this year, and 
work with the parties involved to identify, develop and ultimately select a remedy that is 
protective of human health and the environment. 
 
 
Sincerely yours, 
 

  
E. Karl Enters, PhD 
 
Global Manager, 
Product Stewardship and Retained Environmental Matters 
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Executive Summary of Celanese Comments 

Celanese performed a thorough and independent review of the Focused Feasibility Study for 
the Lower Eight Miles of the Lower Passaic River (FFS) prepared for the U.S. Environmental 
Protection Agency, Region 2 (EPA). This review identified a series of fundamental flaws in the 
FFS. As discussed herein, the FFS (i) mischaracterizes the human health and ecological risks 
present in the lower 8 miles of the Lower Passaic River (the FFS Study Area); (ii) employs a 
conceptual site model to evaluate remedial alternatives that is incapable of predicting future 
conditions within the FFS Study Area or comparing the effectiveness of the remedial 
alternatives; (iii) fails to consider viable technologies for cleaning up the FFS Study Area and 
dramatically underestimates the time, cost, and community impact of EPA’s preferred remedy; 
and (iv) fails to acknowledge that the FFS Study Area will become recontaminated over time, 
rendering the cleanup ineffective. The FFS additionally incorporates biases throughout that 
favor EPA’s preferred remedy and includes distortions about what EPA’s preferred remedy for 
the FFS Study Area will accomplish (i.e., EPA’s preferred remedy will not achieve the 
remediation goals identified, if implemented). 
These comments, which focus on the scientific and technical aspects of the FFS, are aligned 
with the comments provided by the Cooperating Parties Group (CPG), of which we are a 
member. However, we are concerned enough about the FFS that we felt it necessary to submit 
separate comments to highlight certain critical issues with the FFS. Our comments can be 
summarized as follows. 
Mischaracterization of Human Health and Ecological Risks. 

The human health and ecological risks presented in the FFS are greatly overestimated due to 
the failure to use available site-specific information and the use of overly-conservative 
assumptions in the human health and ecological risk assessments. Remediation goals set by 
EPA for the cleanup of the FFS Study Area are based on the outcomes of these risk 
assessments and are used for evaluating the protectiveness of the FFS remedial alternatives. 
However, as a result of EPA’s flawed risk assessments, the risk-based remediation goals 
identified are unrealistic and unattainable. EPA’s own analysis shows that none of the proposed 
FFS remedial alternatives, including EPA’s preferred remedy, will meet EPA’s identified 
remediation goals.  
The Flawed Contaminant Fate and Transport Model. 

The contaminant fate and transport model does not consider all of the data available to 
determine initial conditions for the model and employs averaging of the data used, reducing the 
variability in the starting data set. The model also predicts changes in sediment contaminant 
concentrations that conflict with actual observations. These flaws prevent the model from 
providing an accurate prediction of future long-term sediment concentrations within the FFS 
Study Area. In addition, the model uses a mixing layer depth that is at odds with EPA’s 
bioaccumulation model and that favors EPA’s preferred remedy over less disruptive (and 
expensive) alternatives.  
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Inadequate FFS Alternatives Analysis and Implementability Problems. 

The evaluation of possible remedial alternatives in the FFS does not consider a wide range of 
available technologies that would be appropriate to address the contamination in the FFS Study 
Area. Additionally, the assumptions used to assess the implementability of the alternatives 
considered do not reflect the realities of a complex large-scale dredging project. As a result, the 
FFS significantly underestimates the time and cost required to implement the preferred remedy. 
Moreover, the FFS does not include an appropriate evaluation of the impacts that such a large-
scale dredging project would have on the river system or the surrounding community.  
Lower Passaic River Long-Term Recontamination. 

Contrary to EPA guidance, EPA selected remediation goals for several key contaminants of 
concern that are 1 to 2 orders of magnitude less than background concentrations in the Upper 
Passaic River. As a result, over the long term, EPA’s own Empirical Mass Balance (EMB) model 
demonstrates that the Lower Passaic River will become recontaminated, with contaminant 
concentrations predicted to increase to levels approximately 10 to 30 times higher than EPA’s 
risk-based remediation goals. 

*   *   *   * 
These comments do not present an exhaustive assessment of the FFS, but instead focus on 
fundamental flaws with the FFS of particular concern to Celanese. As noted in the comments of 
the CPG, the FFS suffers from a number of additional flaws that also render the FFS 
inappropriate as the basis for any remedial action related to the Lower Passaic River. Further, 
Celanese has not attempted to address in these comments the inherent conflict between the 
FFS and the Feasibility Study the CPG is in the process of completing at the request of EPA. 
 
  



August 20, 2014  Celanese Comments on 
EPA’s FFS for the Lower 
Eight Miles of the Lower 

Passaic River
Page 3 

 

 

1.0 Mischaracterization of Human Health and Ecological Risk  

1.1 EPA’s BHHRA overstates risk by failing to consider site-specific information and 
adopting a series of overly-conservative assumptions.  

Based on the results of EPA’s Baseline Human Health Risk Assessment (BHHRA); Appendix D 
of the Remedial Investigation Report for the Focused Feasibility Study of the Lower Eight Miles 
of the Lower Passaic River [The Louis Berger Group et al. 2014], the most significant human 
health risks in the FFS Study Area were determined to be the consumption of fish or shellfish 
caught within this area. Because the consumption of fish and shellfish has the highest potential 
risk of any human health scenario, it is critical that the underlying assumptions used to derive 
consumption risk-based values be legitimate and defensible. BHHRAs are an integral 
component of the Remedial Investigation/Feasibility Study (RI/FS) process, providing a 
foundation for assessing remedial alternatives. The results of the BHHRA are used in the 
development of risk-based Preliminary Remediation Goals (PRGs) for a site, which are used to 
evaluate the ability of each remedial alternative to reduce long-term human health risks. Any 
unreasonable assumptions used in the determination of human health risks could skew the 
overall outcome of the BHHRA, undermining the legitimacy of the results and ultimately the 
entire RI/FS process.  
Our review of EPA’s BHHRA found that EPA failed to consider site-specific information and 
applied multiple, overly-conservative assumptions in their derivation of human health 
consumption risk values within the FFS Study Area, as described in further detail below. As a 
result, we conclude that EPA’s BHHRA fails to meet the applicable standards for such 
assessments and does not provide a sound basis for evaluating the FFS remedial alternatives. 
The overly-conservative risk-based values derived by EPA give a distorted assessment of 
human health risk within the FFS Study Area, set remediation goals for the FFS Study Area far 
greater than what is reasonably necessary or attainable, and were used by EPA in support of 
their selection of a preferred alternative for the FFS Study Area that requires bank-to-bank 
removal of sediment. 
The conservative assumptions used by EPA in their derivation of fish and shellfish consumption 
risks in the BHHRA resulting in the greatest impacts to the overall risk-based values included 
the following:  

 Fish consumption rates. Consumption rates used by EPA are based on non-site-
specific surveys, both of which have questionable relevance to the FFS Study Area. 
The studies used include the 1999 Angler Survey of Newark Bay (Burger 2002) and 
the 1991 Statewide Angler Survey (Connelly et al. 1992). Neither of these surveys 
were designed to estimate consumption rates for the target population or for the 
Passaic River, and thus their use in the BHHRA is not appropriate nor supported. It 
is unclear why EPA’s consumption rates are not based on the CPG’s site-specific 
creel/angler survey that was conducted on the Lower Passaic River in 2011/2012. 
Given the impact of fish consumption rate assumptions on the selected risk-based 
PRGs, use of consumption rate data from a site-specific survey is not only 
preferable, it is absolutely critical. 
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 Fish tissue data. In determining the fish exposure point concentration (EPC) for the 
BHHRA, EPA considers fish and crab tissue data collected by the CPG throughout 
the FFS Study Area. The limited fish fillet dataset used consisted of 16 American eel, 
11 white perch, 6 white catfish, 4 common carp, 1 white sucker, and 1 smallmouth 
bass. EPA specifically states in the BHHRA that “in the absence of site-specific data 
to support consumption patterns, equal intake of all representative species was 
consumed.” However, this statement is not an accurate characterization of EPA’s 
approach in the BHHRA. EPA instead derived the fish EPC, or the value used to 
represent the chemical concentration available from a particular route of exposure, 
based on the number of samples of each species in the total pool of samples, rather 
than equal weighting (i.e., American eel is assumed to be 41 percent of the fish diet, 
smallmouth bass 3 percent, etc.). The EPC determined by EPA is thus an artifact of 
the sampling and analysis program, and is not based on either the relative 
abundance of fish caught by the community, or the species that are typically of 
interest to recreational fishers. 

 Fish preparation. Fish caught in the FFS Study Area are generally filleted and 
cooked prior to consumption. The BHHRA, however, assumed that fish fillets were 
consumed raw. Loss of hydrophobic chemicals upon cooking is well-known and can 
have a significant effect on the chemical concentrations consumed. EPA ignored this 
recognized and quantifiable effect in its analysis. 

 Fish sources. The site fraction, or the fraction of fish from the site included in an 
individual’s diet, is assumed to be 1.0, meaning that ALL fish consumed in an 
individual’s diet is assumed to be caught from within the FFS Study Area, and no 
store-bought fish, restaurant fish, or fish caught from outside the FFS Study Area is 
consumed. It also assumes that there is availability to numerous accessible sites for 
fishing within the FFS Study Area and sustainable fish populations. It simply is not 
credible to assert that the FFS Study Area could maintain a sustainable fishery at 
these intense fishing levels for the 30-year period assumed in the BHHRA, or that 
individuals would obtain all of their dietary fish consumed from the FFS Study Area.  

When combined with other very conservative aspects of the risk assessment process, the 
exposure assumptions used by EPA result in unrealistic projections of both current and future 
risk within the FFS Study Area. EPA’s analysis is flawed to the point where it cannot form the 
basis for appropriate risk-based cleanup goals. 
1.2 EPA’s evaluation of benthic and ecological risk uses screening level 

assumptions and does not incorporate available site-specific data. 

To assess risks to the benthic community within the Lower Passaic River Study Area (LPRSA), 
the CPG used a multiple lines of evidence approach in their Baseline Ecological Risk 
Assessment (BERA), as required by EPA. The CPG’s approach included the use of benthic 
community structure, toxicity testing, and sediment chemistry data (referred to as the Sediment 
Quality Triad) for characterizing benthic risk. This approach allows the holistic evaluation of the 
impacts to the benthic community and how sediment chemistry data are related to those 
impacts. Although data addressing each of the lines of evidence were available to EPA for 
assessing benthic risk, EPA based their evaluation of benthic toxicity in their BERA solely on 
sediment chemistry data (Appendix D of the Remedial Investigation Report for the Focused 
Feasibility Study of the Lower Eight Miles of the Lower Passaic River [The Louis Berger Group 
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et al. 2014]). For their benthic risk assessment, EPA compared sediment chemistry data to 
conservative sediment benchmarks, which are typically only intended to be used as preliminary 
screening values or in conjunction with site-specific data. It is unclear why EPA did not use the 
Sediment Quality Triad approach in their BERA.  
Similarly, EPA selected a number of critical body residues and toxicity reference values for use 
in their BERA that are not appropriate for the evaluation of ecological risk beyond their use as 
screening tools because they are overly conservative. Because the underlying screening level 
risk assessment approaches used in EPA’s BERA are overly conservative, EPA’s ecological 
risks within the FFS Study Area are greatly overestimated.  
Other significant issues with EPA’s failure to use site-specific data in the BERA include the 
following. 
1.2.1 Use of Generic Fish 

EPA used a “generic” fish category to evaluate potential risks to fish within the FFS Study Area. 
The “generic fish” is a composite of available fish data from a number of species with different 
feeding habits (omnivorous, invertivorous, piscivirous) and different preferred habitats, and, 
therefore, different exposure pathways. EPA’s approach for the evaluation of fish risk is not 
appropriate. Fish risk should be derived by species or, at a minimum, by trophic level.  
Additionally, only two of the fish species included in EPA’s “generic” fish category (American eel 
and white perch) were collected throughout the FFS Study Area. Other fish species are limited 
by salinity and were only present above River Mile (RM) 5 (carp and brown bullhead) or RM 7 
(white sucker and smallmouth bass). The grouping of these fish to combine a single EPC for the 
entire FFS Study Area is not appropriate and does not represent the accurate range of where 
these species are present.  
This generic fish category was also used to evaluate risks to other wildlife receptors, such as a 
variety of birds and mink. Again, this is inappropriate—dietary preferences of other species are 
limited by fish size and availability, habitat, and other factors, and the use of a generic EPC to 
evaluate potential risk posed by fish consumption to these species is not reflective of a realistic 
exposure scenario. 
1.2.2 Ecological Conceptual Site Model 

EPA’s BERA did not use available site-specific data to develop the Conceptual Site Model 
(CSM) that is critical to understanding the outcome of remediation. This leads to a poor 
understanding of the ecology of the FFS Study Area and overstates the impact of the preferred 
alternative on ecosystem recovery. For example, EPA’s BERA should use site-specific 
information to evaluate the trophic transfer of contaminants from sediment through the food 
chain, or identify the relationship between sediment chemistry data and benthic toxicity.  
An important component of evaluating benthic exposure and trophic transfer is establishing the 
depth at which sediment exposures (also known as the biologically active zone [BAZ)] are 
expected to occur. In their BERA, EPA establishes the BAZ in the top 15 centimeters (cm) of 
bedded sediment. EPA states that the basis of the depth is “site-specific empirical evidence.” 
However, the site-specific evidence cited is limited data collected in Newark Bay (14 locations) 
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in 2008 (Diaz 2008), and not collected in the FFS Study Area itself. EPA’s rationale for the 
decision to use these data, rather than the significant amount of sediment data collected in the 
FFS Study Area, is unclear and appears arbitrary.  
In 2005, EPA funded a sediment profile imaging (SPI) study through the consultant group that 
collected images at approximately 90 locations throughout the FFS Study Area (Germano & 
Associates 2005). As stated above, these data were not used by EPA in the establishment of 
the BAZ depth, and are only referenced generically in the BERA as follows: “the SPI results for 
Newark Bay and the FFS Study Area demonstrate strong similarities in community structure as 
well as depth of typical biological activity.” However, these data do not appear similar to Newark 
Bay, actually showing that the majority of biologically activity occurs in the aerobic zone at much 
shallower depths, with only a few instances of deeper feeding voids observed.  
Additional evidence EPA uses to support the 15-cm depth is literature describing habitat along 
the Atlantic Coast, but not the FFS Study Area or the LPRSA specifically. Again, this non-site-
specific evidence is not appropriate for application to the FFS Study Area when empirical 
evidence is available.  
The selection of the exposure depth of 15 cm has important implications in EPA’s 
bioaccumulation model, which is used to assess the protectiveness of the various potential 
remedies. EPA’s bioaccumulation model assumes that chemical concentrations in fish are a 
function of chemical concentrations in the top 15 cm of bedded sediment, which, based on the 
empirical evidence described above, exaggerates the potential for buried contaminants (with 
higher concentrations) to enter the food chain. This model, in concert with EPA’s contaminant 
fate and transport model (which assumes a 10-cm mixing zone, which is also a deeper 
exposure depth than what is typically observed in the site data) ends up favoring bank-to-bank 
dredging alternatives and downplays the value of selective dredging, as further discussed below 
in Section 2.0. Thus, EPA’s selection of a 15-cm BAZ rather than a shallower interval supported 
by FFS Study Area data has significant impacts on the selection of the preferred alternative and 
results in a remedial extent that is wholly unnecessary. 
1.3 EPA’s proposed bank-to-bank remedy will not meet EPA’s risk-based 

remediation goals, and, therefore, does not provide adequate benefit for the 
remedial costs.  

EPA’s National Contingency Plan (NCP; 40 CFR 300 [EPA 1990]) establishes a cancer risk in 
excess of one-in-a-million as a “point of departure” for establishing remediation goals. Excess 
cancer risks between 10-6 and 10-4 represent a range for consideration of the need for remedial 
action. For non-carcinogens and ecological risk, contaminants of potential concern (COPCs) 
with Hazard Quotients calculated as greater than 1 are identified as the COPCs that have the 
potential to exert an adverse health effect on human or ecological receptors. EPA’s BHHRA 
determined that consumption of seafood collected from the FFS Study Area poses significantly 
greater human health risks than those posed by direct contact with contaminated sediments. 
The total cancer risks to the combined adult and child receptor for fish and crab consumption 
are 5 × 10-3 and 2 × 10-3, respectively, based on EPA’s reasonable maximum exposure 
scenario. Total non-cancer health hazards to the child are 195 and 67 for fish and crab 
consumption, respectively. Most of both the cancer and non-cancer risk is associated with 
exposure to dioxins/furans and polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs) in seafood tissue, with 
methylmercury also contributing some excess non-cancer risk (about 2 percent of the total risk).  
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The intent of a remedial action is to significantly reduce health risks to human and ecological 
receptors posed by contamination. However, EPA’s preferred remedial alternative does not 
meet the NCP target human health risk levels for either cancer or non-cancer risks, if one gives 
credence to the overly-conservative assumptions underlying EPA’s BHHRA. In fact, EPA’s 
preferred alternative is only projected, using EPA’s assumptions, to achieve cancer risk levels of 
4 × 10-4 and 3 × 10-4 for fish and crab consumption by the combined adult and child receptor 
30 years after implementation of the preferred alternative, which result in less than an order of 
magnitude decrease in risk compared with the baseline human health risks and still remain 
greater than the NCP remediation goals. Further, all of the remedial alternatives considered by 
EPA in the FFS alternative fail to meet the NCP remediation goals following implementation 
based on EPA’s analysis. Similarly, EPA’s BERA  indicates that risks to ecological receptors for 
EPA’s preferred remedy will still be present post-remedy, with hazard quotients estimated to 
remain above 1. For example, the hazard estimate to macroinvertebrates (crab and benthos) is 
estimated to remain as high as 7 approximately 25 years after implementation of the preferred 
alternative is completed.  
Based on EPA’s analysis, their preferred remedy will not adequately address the human and 
ecological health risks derived by EPA, or alleviate the need for continuing institutional controls. 
Nor will any of the other alternatives being considered in the FFS. For a remedy to be 
appropriate, the level of protection must be commensurate with the scope and cost of the 
remedy. The minimal risk reduction predicted to be attained post-remedy by EPA’s preferred 
remedy does not meet the intent of the NCP—even if this highly disruptive and prohibitively 
expensive remedy is implemented, fish will not be safe to be consumed by humans in significant 
quantities according to EPA’s overly conservative risk analyses, fish advisories will remain in 
effect, and wildlife will continue to be at risk. EPA’s proposed bank-to-bank remedy will not meet 
EPA’s own overly conservative risk-based levels for human and ecological health, and, 
therefore, EPA cannot justify the unprecedented remedial costs associated with this remedy. 
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2.0 The Flawed Contaminant Fate and  
Transport Model  

As constructed, EPA’s contaminant fate and transport model cannot provide an accurate 
prediction of future long-term sediment concentrations within the FFS Study Area or provide a 
fair comparison of the results of the FFS remedial alternatives. A general overview of some of 
the key issues we have identified with this model are presented below; however, it is beyond the 
scope of our comments to provide a detailed analysis of all of the problems with EPA’s modeling 
approach. 
Several of the issues we have identified concern the data used to set up the contaminant fate 
and transport model and the calibration of this model. EPA did not consider all the data 
available, particularly the most recent data collected by the CPG, to help determine initial 
conditions for the model. Also, EPA’s averaging approach for the data used to set up the model 
considerably reduced the variability in the starting data set. Additionally, the model predicted 
faster recovery or declines in sediment contaminant concentrations than what was actually 
observed in the sediment over time. Only one parameter, the rate of particle mixing in the 
sediment, was adjusted in the model as part of the calibration in order to get the model to more 
accurately predict the change in observed concentrations between 1995 and 1998 in the initial 
conditions data set. EPA also increased, or scaled up, the initial 1995 surface sediment 
concentrations within the model, so that, on average, the concentrations declined over time to 
the observed 2008 sediment values. We have serious reservations about the data and 
procedures used to fit the model (parameter tuning and data scaling). We, therefore, have 
serious reservations about the model’s ability to predict future conditions within the FFS Study 
Area following remediation and EPA’s use of the model as the basis for their regulatory 
decisions. 
Another key concern we have with EPA’s contaminant fate and transport model is the 
discrepancy between the depth of mixing (or the presumed BAZ) that is used in the contaminant 
fate and transport model and the biological exposure depth used in EPA’s bioaccumulation 
model and the effect this discrepancy has on skewing the assessment of protectiveness in the 
FFS remedial alternatives analysis. As discussed above in Section 1.2.2, benthic exposures to 
the surface sediment are assumed by EPA to occur to a depth of 15 cm. Based on this 
exposure assumption, EPA uses surface sediment concentrations averaged over the top 15 cm 
in their bioaccumulation model to predict fish tissue concentrations within the FFS Study Area. 
This information is then used to assess remedy effectiveness, or the ability of a remedial 
alternative to meet EPA’s selected risk-based remediation goals. However, to predict future 
surface sediment concentrations within the FFS Study Area, EPA uses their contaminant fate 
and transport model with a mixing layer depth of 10 cm. Contaminant concentrations in this 
upper mixed sediment layer or BAZ are dynamic and generally decline over time via naturally 
occurring processes (i.e., natural attenuation), whereas, contamination present below this 
mixing depth generally remains buried and relatively stable over time.  
Therefore, while declines in contaminant concentrations are observed in the top 10 cm in the 
contaminant fate and transport model over time, elevated concentrations of contaminants 
remain at depth. These contaminant fate and transport model results are used in the 
bioaccumulation model to help assess remedy protectiveness; however, the contaminant 
profiles are averaged over 15 cm in the bioaccumulation model. This means that for the FFS no 
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action alternative and the targeted removal/capping alternative the 0- to 15-cm average 
concentration becomes controlled by contaminant mass trapped beneath the 10-cm mixing 
layer used in the contaminant fate and transport model, even though the contaminant fate and 
transport model assumes that biological activity is not occurring to this depth. This disconnect 
between the two models ends up minimizing the protectiveness of the FFS no action alternative 
and the targeted removal/capping alternative relative to the FFS bank-to-bank alternatives. If a 
shallower exposure depth is used for assessing remedial protectiveness (which is more 
consistent with site-specific data), then the claimed benefit of the bank-to-bank alternatives is 
significantly less in comparison to the other less disruptive alternatives. 
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3.0 Inadequate FFS Alternatives Analysis and Implementability 
Problems 

The methods and assumptions EPA used in the development and evaluation of the FFS 
remedial alternatives result in a FFS that does not evaluate a range of alternatives, but instead 
focuses prematurely on dredging and sand capping as the only viable alternatives. The 
assumptions used in the FFS evaluation also result in a substantial under-estimation of project 
duration, and over-estimation of alternative feasibility. The following sections describe our main 
FFS alternative analysis and implementability critiques in greater detail.  
3.1 The technology screening conducted in the FFS does not consider a range of 

appropriate technologies for cleanup of the FFS Study Area.  

The methods used in the FFS to conduct a preliminary technology screening, and identify a 
single “representative process option to represent each technology type,” prematurely 
eliminates a number of technologies that should be evaluated and considered in the detailed 
alternatives evaluation. Additionally, more creative thinking to address the site complexity is 
needed to generate alternatives that meet the remedial design goals while keeping costs to a 
feasible level. The following are our primary issues with the preliminary technology screening 
and alternatives evaluation: 

 The process for technology screening conducted in the FFS does not allow for 
appropriate evaluation of remedial options for the FFS Study Area. By “selecting one 
representative process option to represent each technology type,” evaluation of 
alternative capping methods that would not require dredging prior to placement 
(grout mat, clay, geomembrane liners) are not fully evaluated, and have significantly 
different benefits, constraints, and applicability compared to sand caps. The FFS 
needs to include an alternative that evaluates the feasibility of placement of a thin 
cap with no pre-dredging. The rationale in the FFS for elimination of thin caps is “the 
large area being considered for remediation and the limited precedent for using 
active caps and geotextiles.” Given that placement of a thin cap could eliminate or 
significantly reduce the volume of dredging required, and that dredging and material 
processing account for over half of the proposed remedy cost, determination of the 
feasibility and cost of implementing a thin cap needs to be conducted, and compared 
to the cost and feasibility of dredging alternatives.  

 The FFS does not evaluate Enhanced Natural Recovery (ENR), and only evaluates 
Monitored Natural Recovery. Because all the other alternatives evaluated do not fully 
achieve remedial goals, a less invasive and disruptive technology, such as ENR 
should be included in the detailed evaluation, so a comparison of the degree of 
alternative benefits can be conducted. ENR should be included and evaluated as a 
potential remedial option. The FFS discusses resuspension of silts within the project 
area as the main source of contamination to the area. Along these lines, placement 
of an ENR layer would reduce the degree of resuspension, and recontamination, 
while avoiding the requirement for significant dredging and flood control actions. The 
cost for such an alternative would be significantly less than the proposed dredging 
alternatives, which would allow for a more comprehensive cost versus benefit 
comparison of alternatives in the FFS. 
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 The stated rationale for dredging prior to cap placement in the FFS alternatives is 
maintenance of the navigation channel, and flood control. Other methods for flood 
control, either in-water or at a basin-wide level, and other methods for capping that 
do not require dredging (such as geotextile liners or grout mats) need to be 
evaluated. The FFS does not consider implementation of basin-wide flood control 
measures to address flooding concern. With a basin-wide flood control measure, 
filling of the waterway that reduces flood capacity would no longer be a design driver, 
and could allow for capping without substantial dredging. The cost savings from 
eliminating the requirement to dredge substantial volumes of sediment may be more 
than the cost of implementing a basin-wide flood control system, and should be 
evaluated. 

3.2 EPA’s proposed dredging remedies as presented in the FFS significantly under-
estimate the time required for remedy implementation. 

The assumptions in the FFS for dredging and dredge material processing rates do not reflect 
the realities of complex large-scale dredging projects. The assumptions presented are 
unrealistic, and the actual project duration will be substantially longer than stated in the FFS.  
The FFS assumes a daily dredge production rate for each of two primary mechanical dredges of 
2,000 cubic yards (CY) per 24-hour day per mechanical dredge, or 4,000 CY combined, based 
on a test of environmental dredging conducted in the FFS Study Area by U.S. Army Corps of 
Engineers (USACE) and New Jersey Department of Transportation (NJDOT) in 2005, and other 
large-scale dredging projects. Our review of other large-scale projects determined that multiple 
projects were able to achieve a total daily dredge rate of 2,000 CY per day; however, these 
projects operated multiple dredges, realizing per-dredge rates of only 400 to 800 CY per day. 
Importantly, the recent removal work conducted at the Diamond Alkali facility, and RM 10.9, 
should also be considered, as these projects are on the same river, with identical site condition 
constraints. The Diamond Alkali project achieved an average dredge production rate of 500 CY 
per day, while the RM 10.9 work achieved an average daily dredge removal rate of less than 
200 CY per day. These “real world” examples indicate that the 2,000 CY per dredge production 
rate is completely unachievable, which has a direct impact on the project cost and schedule 
assumptions. 
Our primary comments regarding EPA’s assumptions that affect the construction duration are 
the following: 

 Consideration of community impacts from noise. The dredge production rate 
proposed by EPA does not consider local requirements and their impacts to the 
proposed work window. EPA assumes dredging operations will occur 24 hours a 
day, 6 days a week, 40 weeks a year (with EPA’s preferred alternative taking 
approximately 5 years). These dredge operational hours have the potential to be in 
direct violation of multiple municipal codes concerning noise.  
o Noise Control Ordinances for the City of Newark, Essex County, prohibit 

construction, operating or permitting the operation of tools or equipment used in 
construction, drilling, demolition, or similar work between the hours of 8:00 p.m. 
and 7:00 a.m. These restrictions apply on weekdays and Saturdays, and at any 
time on Sundays or legal holidays. The exception to this is emergency work, 
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work with special variance, or when the resulting sound levels do not exceed the 
applicable Maximum Permissible Sound Levels. 

o Similarly, Noise Control Ordinances in all municipalities in Hudson County, 
prohibit construction, drilling, earthmoving, excavating, or demolition work during 
the same work hours as the City of Newark.  

o The State of New Jersey's Noise Control Act of 1971 authorized the New Jersey 
Department of Environmental Protection (NJDEP) to promulgate codes, rules, 
and regulations relating to the control and abatement of noise. NJDEP has 
developed a Model Noise Ordinance that can be adopted by local municipalities. 
The Noise Control Act allows municipalities to adopt noise control ordinances 
that are more stringent than the state code. The NJDEP promulgated noise 
regulations to control noise from stationary commercial and industrial sources in 
1974, pursuant to the Noise Control Act of 1971, N.J.S.A. 13:1G-1 et seq. Within 
the noise regulations, there are established sound level standards of 50 decibels 
during nighttime (10:00 p.m. to 7:00 a.m.) and 65 decibels during the day.  

o Residential properties are located in close proximity to the entire length of the 
project site. In many locations, these homes are located less than 500 feet from 
the shoreline. Given the local noise ordinances, and the vicinity of the project to 
residences, the community disruption resulting from this proposed action is 
significantly undervalued, and not appropriately considered in the FFS 
assumptions regarding project work hours.  

 Fish window assumptions. The FFS proposes an annual 12-week shutdown to 
account for the fish window, weather, and equipment maintenance and downtime. 
The document discusses conducting a study to confirm the fish window closure; 
however, for the purposes of the FFS, a more conservative fish window should be 
assumed. The applicable fish window from the RM 10.9 removal action on the 
Passaic River, was 17 weeks (March 1 to June 30). For the RM 10.9 project, a 
waiver was requested from NJDEP by EPA and granted, but was limited to cap 
placement and did not include dredging activities during the fish window. Assuming a 
17-week fish window rather than 12 weeks is appropriate. Fish window moratoriums 
have also been imposed on local bridge projects in the area, for example, Goethals 
Bridge Replacement project located on the Arthur Kill (Channel MP 23.35) had no in-
water work windows from January 1 to May 31 to minimize impacts to winter flounder 
early life stages and essential fish habitat and from March 1 to June 30 to minimize 
impacts to anadromous fish. For these projects, all in-water dredging work and 
construction was also conducted inside cofferdams, which is not proposed in the 
FFS. It is possible that any waivers granted to allow work during the fish window 
would also require the use of best management practices that are not assumed or 
costed in the FFS.  

 Cold weather considerations. During the RM 10.9 Removal Action, there were 
45 days (7 weeks) of weather delays in a single construction season. The FFS 
assumes only 12 weeks of shutdown annually for fish window, weather, and bridge 
impacts, in aggregate. This substantially underestimates the actual shutdown that is 
likely to occur in a year, as weather delays would not be likely to occur in tandem 
with the spring fish window. During the RM 10.9 work, cold weather resulted in 
bridges between RM 2.6 and RM 10.4 being inoperable and ordered not to open in 
the extreme cold weather. Because recent data on the same river are available for 
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work window determination, information from the RM 10.9 work should be 
considered rather than data from projects in other regions and river systems. 

 Bridge impacts. The FFS needs to sufficiently consider the degree to which bridge 
openings will impact both the dredge rate and the surrounding community. During 
the RM 10.9 Removal Action, the movement of barges required the opening of 10 
bridges located south of the RM 10.9 project area. There were approximately 1,000 
individual bridge openings to complete the project, and 2.8 days of delay for every 
day of dredging. Applying similar conditions to the proposed plan, which is 
reasonable given the same bridges will require opening for the remedial actions 
proposed in the FFS, bridge openings could result in 1.8 years of delay for inclement 
weather and bridge operational delays for each year of dredging at the rate proposed 
in the FFS.  
These bridge opening delays would change the project duration assumption from 
5 years to 14 years for completion of EPA’s preferred alternative. For the RM 10.9 
project, bridge openings were to occur during the night to minimize impacts to 
daytime traffic. Plans for evening bridge openings also need to consider weather, 
and community events, such as events at nearby stadiums when bridge openings 
would not be allowed. The impact of bridge openings on the project’s ability to 
transport dredged material at the proposed rates is a significant potential impact, and 
should be considered in the evaluation of project implementability in the FFS, not 
delayed for consideration during design. Additionally, the negative impact of 
thousands of bridge openings to the local community and traffic should also be 
considered and discussed in the impact of the project on the local community. 
Furthermore, the cost required to upgrade, repair, and maintain bridges should be 
considered in project implementation. It is likely that these costs will be borne by 
others, and should also be a consideration in the evaluation of impacts to the 
surrounding community. Lastly, there are future planned bridge replacement projects 
(such as Clay Street Bridge) that, depending on timing, could restrict channel 
movement of equipment for multiple years during construction. These other projects 
could also impact the remedial action proposed in the FFS.  

3.3 Dredge material processing facility assumptions do not align with the assumed 
through-put rate. Either the cost and size of the upland processing facilities are 
significantly under-estimated, or the through-put rate for sediment dewatering is 
significantly over-estimated.  

 The uplands material processing facility proposed in the FFS appears to be modeled 
after projects of size and dredge rates similar to the Hudson River project, which has 
been capable of processing up to 350,000 CY of material in 129 days (constrained 
by access to the shoreside facility in the off-season). If a facility of a similar capability 
was constructed for the Passaic River, and assuming 240 days of dredging per year, 
a facility the size of the Hudson River facility would have a maximum capacity of 
around 650,000 CY per year. At this rate, the minimum project length would be 
seven dredging seasons (or 7 years), rather than five for EPA’s preferred alternative. 
However, the Hudson River project shoreside facility is over 100 acres, with a 1,400-
foot-long developed barge handling waterfront area and many thousands of feet of 
rail siding and switch yard. The Passaic River FFS states that “while dredged 
materials would also have to be barged to an upland processing facility under DMM 
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Scenarios B (Off-Site) or C (Local Decontamination), a FFS-level survey of land 
along the FFS Study Area Shoreline showed a number of locations suitable for an 
upland processing facility...” Of the 12 sites indicated by this survey, none were even 
half the size of the Hudson River processing facility, and all had major limiting factors 
(lack of waterfront ready to develop, lack of rail, limited size), and almost all were 
more than 10 to 20 miles from the mouth of the river into Newark Bay. Without 
sufficient space for a facility even half the size of the Hudson River, and with 
additional realistic constraints imposed by the location and distance from dredging, 
this will significantly extend the project duration.  

 Greater effort into sizing, and identifying the dredged sediment processing facility 
type, location, and layout, should be conducted, as this component has the ability to 
determine the dredge rate, which directly affects the project duration and cost. 
Significant site improvements at any of the potential upland facilities such as rail 
improvements, waterfront barge access, and facility construction could have 
significant cost implications.  

3.4 The FFS provides a biased evaluation of dredging, and does not adequately 
evaluate the negative impacts of dredging to the river system and the 
surrounding community, or the likelihood that dredging will not achieve cleanup 
standards.  

 The FFS should be updated to discuss the possibility of community exposures via 
inhalation and ingestion of dust from dredging work located in close proximity to 
residences. Residential property is within 500 feet of the shoreline along the majority 
of the river where dredging is proposed.  

 Although not included in the remedial costs, the impacts to local businesses are not 
adequately considered in the remedial alternatives evaluation. Impacts to marinas, 
water-borne businesses and activities, shipping, and waterfront businesses should 
be discussed, as the cost to these businesses is an administrative implementability 
consideration, particularly when considering the likelihood that construction of EPA’s 
preferred alternative would occur over more than a decade. This is more than a 
“temporary” impact to the surrounding community as a whole.  

 The proposed dredging alternatives do not provide an adequate discussion or 
evaluation of the negative impact of dredging on the river system via resuspension 
and redistribution.  
o Section 3.5 of the FFS discusses the significant limitations and constraints 

associated with silt curtains and sheetpile walls, and how these may not be 
applicable for the proposed remedy. The remedy descriptions do not clearly 
discuss the type of technologies—if any—to be placed during construction to 
control migration of resuspended sediment.  

o Section 4.2.3 of the FFS states containment around dredge areas is not 
proposed, except during placement of dredged materials in confined aquatic 
disposal (CAD) cells under dredged material management (DMM) Scenario A 
(refer to FFS Section 4.2.6). “For the remainder of the FFS Study Area, it is  
assumed that application of best management practices and state of the art 
technology would be employed to minimize resuspension (refer to Appendix F).” 
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However, no discussion of what these state-of-the-art technologies are is 
included. Given the likelihood of significant sediment resuspension and migration 
during dredging, additional detail regarding the methods to be employed, and the 
effectiveness of these methods, should be included in the FFS.  

 The comparison and evaluation of remedial technologies is biased toward the 
proposed remedy, and should be revised to more accurately compare the remedial 
options proposed.  
o EPA’s discussion of the implementability of FFS Alternative 4 (EPA’s focused 

capping alternative) does not discuss the significant benefit of reducing the total 
dredge volume. The implementability of Alternative 4 should be higher than that 
of the larger dredge alternatives (FFS Alternatives 2 and 3), as a significant 
reduction in dredge volume directly affects the implementability of the remedial 
option. The rationale for a lower implementability rating for FFS Alternative 4 is 
stated as a result of administrative issues with deauthorization of the navigation 
channel below RM 2.2. “The screening level implementability evaluation for 
Alternative 4 is similar to that for Alternative 3 above, except that Alternative 4 
may face an additional administrative implementability challenge with respect to 
obtaining deauthorization of the federally-authorized navigation channel in the 
lower 2.2 miles of the river, where a USACE study has shown commercial 
navigation is ongoing and is projected to continue in the future.”  

o The description of FFS Alternative 4 states that “…although Alternative 4 is not 
effective in meeting RAOs and PRGs within a reasonable time frame and is not 
protective of human health and the environment, it has been retained for detailed 
analysis to serve as a basis for comparison with the other active remedial 
alternatives that are all bank-to-bank in scope.” This statement summarizes the 
biased alternatives evaluation, as FFS Alternatives 2 and 3, which are bank-to-
bank in scope also do not meet all remedial action objectives (RAOs) and PRGs 
within the model-simulated timeframes as previously described. This is a clear 
summarization of the FFS over-valuing the benefit of sediment removal actions 
that do not result in full achievement of cleanup goals, for exorbitant cost. The 
cost/benefit of these removal alternatives does not justify the action, and should 
be re-evaluated to more accurately consider the benefit of the action for the 
associated cost.  

3.5 Quantities used in the remedial cost estimates are not transparent and appear 
inconsistent.  

Details regarding the quantities used in the cost estimates, and the assumptions made (such as 
volume to tonnage conversion factors), should be included. Based on the information provided, 
it was not possible to reproduce the quantities used in EPA’s cost estimates. For example, in 
the “preferred alternative,” FFS Alternative 3 with DMM Scenario B, on Page 110 of Appendix H, 
the numbers shown are mixed tonnages and yardages, but if the units are reasonably converted 
to yardage for comparison, dredging is stated to be 4,304,000 CY and the total of disposal 
options only totals approximately 2,600,000 CY. Additional detail is required to identify where 
the remaining 40 percent of the dredged material is accounted for. Similar discrepancies exist 
for the other alternatives as well.  
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3.6 The cost assumptions significantly underestimate the actual project cost.  

 The FFS is applying a discount rate of 7 percent to the cost estimate net present 
value calculations, and although consistent with EPA guidance, this value is out of 
date, and not applicable to current economic conditions. The result of this rate 
substantially discounts the present value of future costs, underestimating the actual 
remedial action cost shown in the FFS. The current federal discount rate is 
0.75 percent. Use of a discount rate that is +/-2 percent of the federal rate is much 
more appropriate than the 1992 value of 7 percent.  

 If the discount rate is updated, the duration of the project then does become a factor 
that impacts overall project cost. The underestimation of the proposed alternative 
project duration by 10 to 15 years will substantially underestimate project cost.  
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4.0 Lower Passaic River Long-Term Recontamination 

4.1 EPA has selected sediment remediation goals for the FFS Study Area for several 
contaminants of concern (COCs) that are much less than background sediment 
concentrations, inconsistent with their own guidance.  

EPA has defined Upper Passaic River concentrations as the background concentrations for the 
FFS Study Area. However, it remains unclear why EPA has selected sediment remediation 
goals for mercury, total PCBs, and total dichlorodiphenyltrichloroethane (DDT) that are much 
less than these background concentrations. EPA’s own guidance document has indicated that 
remediation goals less than background will generally not be used for remedial decisions (EPA 
2005). EPA makes the argument for the FFS Study Area that the water and suspended 
sediment coming from above Dundee Dam is just one of the many sources of these materials 
reaching the FFS Study Area. However, as described below, the Upper Passaic River is the 
largest external source of contamination to the FFS Study Area and has background 
concentrations for many contaminants comparable to the concentrations currently present within 
the Study Area. EPA provides no justification for breaking from its guidance and selecting 
remediation goals 1 to 2 orders of magnitude less than its selected background concentrations 
for the FFS Study Area.  
4.2 The Upper Passaic River is a significant source of contamination to the Lower 

Passaic River for many of the site COCs.  

One of our major technical critiques of EPA’s proposed alternative, as well as the other 
FFS alternatives, is the long-term recontamination of the lower 8 miles of the Lower Passaic 
River following implementation for many of the site COPCs and contaminants of potential 
ecological concern (COPECs). Based on EPA’s EMB modeling analysis, the Upper Passaic 
River is currently the largest external source of sediment, 
PCBs, 4,4’-dichlorodiphenyldichloroethylene (DDE), gamma-chlordane, copper, lead, and 
polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons (PAHs) to the Lower Passaic River and is also a significant 
external source of mercury to the Lower Passaic River. The FFS also notes that the current 
levels of contamination for PCBs, total chlordane, and PAHs in the Upper Passaic River fine-
grained sediment are comparable to the concentration levels of these contaminants found in the 
recently-deposited Lower Passaic River sediments. No cleanup actions addressing the Upper 
Passaic River are currently proposed, so the Upper Passaic River will continue to be a 
significant and ongoing source of contamination for many of the site COPCs and COPECs to 
the Lower Passaic River in the future. EPA’s EMB Forecasting Model predicts that, over the 
long term, concentrations of many of the site COCs will approach Upper Passaic River 
concentrations and mercury, total PCBs, and total DDT will stabilize at 1 or 2 orders of 
magnitude greater than the FFS Study Area selected remediation goals.  
As presented in both the executive summary of the FFS and the Proposed Plan, the portrayal of 
recontamination post-remediation for many of these site contaminants is extremely misleading 
and inaccurate over the long term. On Page 4 of the FFS executive summary, the text states the 
following: 

“While the Superfund program generally does not clean-up to concentrations 
below natural or anthropogenic background levels (EPA 2002b), the flow of water 
and suspended sediment over Dundee Dam (background for the FFS Study 
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Area) is just one of many sources of surface water and sediment into the FFS 
Study Area. Post-remediation, the suspended sediment from the Upper Passaic 
River will mix with suspended sediment from other sources entering the FFS 
Study Area (e.g., Newark Bay, Saddle River, Third River, and Second River), 
with the cleaner solids in the water column resulting from a remediated 
FFS Study Area and with any clean material placed on the river bed as part of 
the remediation. As a result, contaminant concentrations in the top six inches 
(bioactive zone evaluated in the risk assessment) can end up being much less 
than background concentrations coming over Dundee Dam.” 

Similar text is presented on Page 18 of the Proposed Plan. This text is true for any short-term 
projections of the Lower Passaic River’s surface sediment contaminant concentrations following 
remedy implementation as any external sources of sediment contamination reaching the Lower 
Passaic River would be diluted out by the massive amount of clean cap material placed within 
the lower 8 miles of the Lower Passaic River. This would be particularly true for EPA’s 
FFS Alternatives 2 and 3, which cap or dredge the entire lower 8-mile stretch of the river. 
Effectively, the massive remedial action and import of clean material “dilutes out” sediment 
contamination, but only temporarily. 
Over time, the on-going input of sediment from the Upper Passaic River, and its associated 
contamination, to the Lower Passaic River would increase contaminant concentrations within 
the Lower Passaic River, and over the long term these inputs would effectively negate any of 
these dilution effects and the site surface concentrations would begin to more closely reflect 
concentrations of contaminants in the Upper Passaic River, the major external source of 
sediment to the Lower Passaic River (according to the FFS Appendix A, Data Evaluation Report 
No. 2, 90 percent of the upland delivery of solids to the Lower Passaic River comes from the 
Upper Passaic River, with tributaries, combined sewer outfall, and stormwater outfalls making 
up the other 10 percent of the solid load).  
In fact, EPA’s EMB modeling analysis of future contaminant concentrations of surface sediment 
within the Lower Passaic River for EPA’s FFS Alternatives 2 and 3 supports this assertion, with 
the model first showing a significant drop in the Lower Passaic River surface sediment 
concentrations initially following remedy implementation, but then over the long term (30 years 
following implementation of Alternative 2, projected to be in 2059) the Lower Passaic River’s 
surface sediment concentrations of total PCBs, gamma-chlordane, 4,4’-DDE, copper, lead, 
mercury, and high molecular weight polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons (HPAHs) for FFS 
Alternatives 2 and 3 would begin to approach EPA’s selected current Upper Passaic River 
concentrations for these contaminants. FFS Alternative 4 also shows an initial decrease in 
Lower Passaic River surface sediment concentrations following remedy implementation in 
EPA’s EMB model; however, not nearly to the same degree as FFS Alternatives 2 and 3. For 
FFS Alternative 4, over the long term the projected Lower Passaic River surface sediment 
concentrations for these same contaminants are not all that different from EPA’s selected 
current Upper Passaic River concentrations. 
For total PCBs, gamma-chlordane, 4,4’-DDE, copper, lead, mercury, and HPAHs, the surface 
sediment concentrations in the Lower Passaic River over the long term do not end up being 
significantly less than the background concentrations coming over Dundee Dam based on 
EPA’s EMB modeling analysis for any of the remedial alternatives (and, as discussed below, the 
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mercury, total PCBs, and total DDT sediment concentrations end up being significantly higher 
than EPA’s risk-based sediment remediation goals).  
Additionally, for these same contaminants, the long-term surface sediment concentrations for 
FFS Alternatives 2, 3, and 4 compared to FFS Alternative 1, the no-action alternative, are not all 
that different based on EPA’s EMB modeling analysis. The long-term projected concentrations 
are all within a factor of three from one another for these four alternatives—yet the expense and 
disruption of these alternatives varies drastically.  
As noted above in Section 4.1, in the FFS there are defined risk-based sediment remediation 
goals for four of the Lower Passaic River COCs, including 2,3,7,8-tetrachlorodibenzodioxon 
(2,3,7,8-TCDD), mercury, total PCBs, and total DDT. For two of these contaminants, mercury 
and total PCBs, the selected remediation goals are approximately an order of magnitude lower 
than EPA’s selected Upper Passaic River or background concentrations. For total DDT, the 
selected remediation goal is 2 orders of magnitude lower than EPA’s selected background 
concentration. Unlike these other contaminants, the background surface sediment concentration 
for 2,3,7,8-TCDD is slightly greater than EPA’s selected remediation goal for 2,3,7,8-TCDD. For 
mercury, total PCBs, and total DDT, it is likely that over the short-term these remediation goals 
would be met within the Lower Passaic River as the sediment cap would effectively dilute out 
any recontamination reaching the Lower Passaic River; however, EPA’s EMB model indicates 
that in less than 5 years following remedy implementation the surface sediment concentrations 
for these three contaminants would already have increased to concentrations greater than these 
remediation goals.  
Over the long term for EPA’s preferred alternative (FFS Alternative 3), the forecasted 
concentrations of mercury, total PCBs, and total DDT using EPA’s EMB model are projected to 
be approximately 11, 9, and 33 times their remediation goals, respectively, and generally 
comparable to the Upper Passaic River concentrations as a result of recontamination of the 
FFS Study Area.  
Recontamination from PAHs within the Lower Passaic River is a particular concern following 
remedy implementation, as currently EPA’s EMB modeling shows that approximately 53 percent 
of the benzo(a)pyrene and 47 percent of the fluoranthene in the recently deposited surface 
sediment within the Lower Passaic River comes from the Upper Passaic River. EPA’s 
concentration for total PAHs in the Upper Passaic River is approximately 61 milligrams per 
kilogram (mg/kg; summing the concentrations for HPAHs and low molecular weight polycyclic 
aromatic hydrocarbons [LPAHs]), already greater than both the current total PAH mean and 
median surface sediment concentrations within the Lower Passaic River of 48 and 31 mg/kg, 
respectively. EPA has concluded that the Upper Passaic River is likely the dominant source of 
total PAHs to the Lower Passaic River and that “any recovery of PAH concentrations in recently-
deposited sediments of the Lower Passaic River will only occur in response to a decline in the 
Upper River Source” (FFS Appendix A, Data Evaluation Report No. 2). PAHs have been 
identified as an ecological COC for the Lower Passaic River; however, no remediation goal for 
the FFS Study Area was defined by EPA for this contaminant.  
Without addressing the contaminated sediment present in the Upper Passaic River first, it is 
illogical to clean up the Lower Passaic River at such an extreme cost only to have it 
recontaminated with many of the Lower Passaic River COPCs and COPECs over the long term, 
particularly to levels possibly an order of magnitude greater than the selected risk-based 
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remediation goals. Furthermore, given the inevitable recontamination, EPA should not sell the 
remedy as “protective” to the public in the long-term versus other, more constrained actions with 
better cost-benefit scoring. 
4.3 Inputs and assumptions used in EPA’s EMB model underestimate the potential 

recontamination to the FFS Study Area and make comparison of the FFS 
alternatives difficult. 

EPA’s selected inputs into the EMB model result in inaccurate predictions of the contaminant 
reductions that EPA’s Alternatives will achieve in the FFS Study Area surface sediments over 
the long term.  

 EPA’s sediment concentrations for the Upper Passaic River are based on a small 
sample size. FFS Appendix C states that the Upper Passaic River sediment input 
into the model was characterized using four beryllium-7 isotope (Be-7)-bearing 
surface sediment samples (only two of these were analyzed for organic 
contaminants), four Be-7-bearing dated sediment core tops, and the suspended 
solids from two sediment traps. Additionally, it is a technically flawed approach to 
consider only data from recently-deposited sediment (0- to 1-inch depth) for the 
characterization of the Upper Passaic River sediment in the model. FFS Appendix C 
Table 4-5 shows that recently-deposited sediment within the Upper Passaic River 
had contaminant concentrations measured at significantly lower concentrations 
compared to contaminant concentrations measured in surface sediment samples 
collected from the top 6 inches of sediment. It is noted by EPA that these 0- to 6-inch 
surface sediment samples are likely characterizing deeper legacy sediments within 
the Upper Passaic River. By basing their characterization of the Upper Passaic River 
sediments only on the recently-deposited sediment in the model, EPA fails to 
account for what will happen in the future if these deeper surface sediments with 
higher contaminant concentration are resuspended, such as in a flooding event, with 
potential transport into the Lower Passaic River. EPA includes legacy sediment 
resuspension within the Lower Passaic River in their EMB model, but does not take it 
into account in the upper reach of the river. 

 EPA uses average concentrations to characterize the Upper Passaic River 
(background) surface sediment concentrations. This may not be appropriate. It may 
be more appropriate for background concentrations for the site to be based on a 
statistical analysis of the data such as an upper-bound estimate of the central 
tendency or upper background threshold values, as has been used at other 
Superfund sites. 

 The release of sediments and contaminants during the dredging process is not 
represented in the EMB forecast model (refer to Page 5-18 of FFS Appendix C). It is 
important to note that the FFS Alternatives do not assume the use of silt curtains or 
sheetpile walls during implementation to reduce the impacts of resuspension during 
dredging. This means that the inevitable release of contaminants during dredging is 
not accounted for. 

 The EMB model is applied by EPA between RM 2 and RM 12; however, all of the 
FFS remedial alternatives would be implemented between RM 0 and RM 8. The 
potential for recontamination within the FFS Study Area from sediment contamination 
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remaining between RM 8 and RM 12 following remedy implementation is 
unaccounted for in the model. Yet, the FFS notes that there is little or no trend in 
COC median surface sediment concentrations with river mile from RM2 to RM12. 
The river upstream of RM 8 is a current source, and potentially a future source, of 
contamination to the FFS Study Area that has not been adequately analyzed or 
portrayed in the FFS. 

 EPA’s representation of FFS Alternative 4 in the EMB forecasting model is 
misleading as it assumes that while one-third of the FFS Study Area would be 
remediated under FFS Alternative 4, the average surface sediment concentration 
within the FFS Study Area would only decline by one-third as well, following 
implementation of this alternative. Yet, FFS Alternative 4 was intended by EPA to 
focus “on discrete areas of the FFS Study Area sediment that release the most 
contaminants into the water column” and in those areas with “the highest gross and 
net fluxes of COCs” (EPA Proposed Plan, page 25). A targeted removal of sediments 
from the one-third of the FFS Study Area with the greatest impacts would decrease 
the average surface sediment concentration by much greater than one-third. EPA’s 
assumption of a linear decrease in the surface sediment concentration in the EMB 
model for FFS Alternative 4 significantly underestimates the potential decreases in 
COC concentrations within the FFS Study Area over time for this alternative, making 
any comparison to the other FFS Alternatives misleading, and biasing EPA’s 
conclusion toward more expansive, disruptive, and expensive remedies.  

4.4 EPA has two models for predicting long-term surface sediment concentrations 
for the FFS Study Area that show very different outcomes over the long term. 

EPA uses two different modeling approaches in the FFS to predict surface sediment 
concentrations within the FFS Study Area over the long term following remediation, but EPA 
does not attempt to reconcile the models. The EMB model, as discussed above, is one of EPA’s 
modeling approaches (FFS Appendix C). The other modeling approach used by EPA is a 
contaminant fate and transport model (FFS main text and FFS Appendix B). As discussed 
above in Section 2.0, we have significant technical issues with the EPA’s contaminant fate and 
transport model, as well. The two modeling approaches show very different results for the 
predicted long-term surface sediment concentrations of the select contaminants modeled 
(2,3,7,8-TCDD, mercury, total PCBs, and total DDT) within the FFS Study Area for EPA’s FFS 
bank-to-bank alternatives (FFS Alternatives 2 and 3).  
As described above, EPA’s EMB model predicts that mercury, total PCBs, and total 
DDT surface sediment concentrations within the FFS Study Area will begin to approach EPA’s 
selected background surface sediment concentrations and will level out at concentrations 
greater than EPA’s selected risk-based remediation goals for these contaminants (1 or 2 orders 
of magnitude) in the long term, following remedy implementation of FFS Alternatives 2 and 3.  
However, EPA’s contaminant fate and transport modeling results for EPA’s FFS Alternatives 2 
and 3 show that, following remediation, the concentrations of mercury and total PCBs in the 
FFS Study Area will be near EPA’s selected remediation goals and be an order of magnitude 
lower than the Upper Passaic River concentrations and will generally remain at these 
concentrations over the long term (30 years). The contaminant fate and transport modeling 
results for total DDx (DDT, DDE, and dichlorodiphenyldichloroethane [DDD]) for EPA’s FFS  
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Alternatives 2 and 3 also show surface sediment concentrations leveling off following 
remediation approximately an order of magnitude less than the Upper Passaic River surface 
sediment concentration for total DDx, but total DDx concentrations are predicted to remain an 
order of magnitude greater than the selected total DDx remediation goal.  
Predicted long-term 2,3,7,8-TCDD surface sediment concentrations in the FFS Study Area 
between the two models is also very different for FFS Alternatives 2 and 3, with the contaminant 
fate and transport model showing predicted long-term concentrations near the selected 
remediation goal and nearly five time lower than the EMB model’s predicted long-term 
concentrations for 2,3,7,8-TCDD. In contrast, the long-term predicted 2,3,7,8-TCDD, mercury, 
total PCB, and total DDx concentrations for EPA’s FFS Alternatives 1 and 4 are much more 
similar between the two modeling approaches. EPA has not attempted to reconcile these very 
serious discrepancies between the models. 
Therefore, EPA has generated two widely different predictions of long-term surface sediment 
concentrations for their key COCs within the FFS Study Area for Alternatives 2 and 3. While 
EPA’s two FFS modeling approaches show very different results for Alternatives 2 and 3, only 
the results of the contaminant fate and transport model for EPA’s alternatives are presented in 
the main text of the FFS. The contaminant fate and transport model results portray EPA’s FFS 
bank-to-bank alternatives as significantly more effective in meeting the selected remediation 
goals over the long term compared with EPA’s EMB model. No comparison of the results from 
these two modeling approaches is provided anywhere in the FFS main text or appendices. 
Celanese is concerned about the implications for remedy selection in the FFS Study Area if 
EPA bases their decisions on the outcomes of only one model instead of acknowledging a wider 
range of predicted long-term concentrations in the FFS following remedy implementation. 
Ultimately, the long-term effectiveness of FFS Alternatives 2 and 3 may not be as effective as 
EPA’s contaminant fate and transport model is predicting. 
Additionally, the long-term modeling predictions for average surface sediment between 
RM 8 and RM 17 using EPA’s contaminant fate and transport model (FFS Figures 5-1a through 
5-1d) show that concentrations of 2,3,7,8-TCDD, mercury, total PCBs, and total DDT remain 
much greater than (1 or 2 orders of magnitude) the FFS Study Area remediation goals 30 years 
from now. Without remediation of the upriver portion of the Lower Passaic River occurring prior 
to remediation of the FFS Study Area, the upriver portion of the Lower Passaic River remains a 
significant source of contamination to the remediated FFS Study Area.  
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List of Abbreviations and Acronyms 

Abbreviation/ 
Acronym Definition 
2,3,7,8-TCDD 2,3,7,8-Tetrachlorodibenzodioxin 
BAZ Biologically active zone 
BERA Baseline Ecological Risk Assessment 
BHHRA Baseline Human Health Risk Assessment 
CAD Confined aquatic disposal 
cm Centimeters 
COC Contaminant of concern 
COPC Contaminant of potential concern 
COPEC Contaminant of potential ecological concern 
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Abbreviation/ 
Acronym Definition 
CPG Cooperating Parties Group 
CY Cubic yards 
DDD Dichlorodiphenyldichloroethane 
DDE Dichlorodiphenyldichloroethylene 
DDT Dichlorodiphenyltrichloroethane 
DDx DDD, DDE, and DDT 
DMM Dredged material management 
EMB Empirical Mass Balance 
ENR Enhanced Natural Recovery 
EPA U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region 2 
EPC Exposure point concentration 
FFS Focused Feasibility Study 
FFS Study Area Lower 8 miles of the Lower Passaic River 
HPAH High molecular weight polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbon 
LPAH Low molecular weight polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbon 
LPRSA Lower Passaic River Study Area 
mg/kg Milligrams per kilogram 
NCP National Contingency Plan 
NJDEP New Jersey Department of Environmental Protection 
NJDOT New Jersey Department of Transportation 
PAH Polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbon 
PCB Polychlorinated biphenyl 
PRG Preliminary Remediation Goal 
RAO Remedial Action Objective 
RI/FS Remedial Investigation/Feasibility Study 
RM River Mile 
SPI Sediment profile imaging 
USACE U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
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Yeh, Alice

From: McCall, Duke K., III <Duke.McCall@bingham.com>

Sent: Wednesday, August 20, 2014 2:11 PM

To: Region2 PassaicLower8MileComments

Cc: Enters, Karl, Celanese/US (karl.enters@celanese.com); katheryn.coggon@celanese.com

Subject: Celanese Comments on EPA's FFS and Proposed Plan for the Lower Eight Miles of the 

Lower Passaic River

Attachments: Celanese Comments.pdf

Dear Ms. Yeh: 
  
Attached are comments of Celanese Corporation on EPA’s Focused Feasibility Study Report and Superfund Proposed 
Plan for the Lower Eight Miles of the Lower Passaic River.  Please let me know if you have any difficulty opening the 
attachment. 
  
Sincerely, 
  
Duke McCall 
  
____________________________________________ 

Duke K. McCall, III 
T 202.373.6607 
F 202.373.6001 
duke.mccall@bingham.com 
B I N G H A M 
Bingham McCutchen LLP 
2020 K Street NW 
Washington, DC 20006-1806  

  

Print Less —> Go Green 

  
 

  ________________________________   
Confidentiality Notice: The information in this e-mail (including attachments, if any) is considered 

confidential and is intended only for the recipient(s) listed above. Any review, use, disclosure, distribution 

or copying of this e-mail is prohibited except by or on behalf of the intended recipient. If you have 

received this email in error, please notify me immediately by reply email, delete this email, and do not 

disclose its contents to anyone. 
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Yeh, Alice

From: Conserve <jonathan@jaffecom.com>

Sent: Tuesday, August 19, 2014 3:08 PM

To: Region2 PassaicLower8MileComments

Cc: jonathan@jaffecom.com

Subject: Help Save the Lower Passaic  - Email to EPA

Ms. Alice Yeh 

Remedial Project Manager, EPA 

290 Broadway, 19th floor 

New York, NY 10007-1866 

Dear Ms. Yeh, 

The EPA should more seriously review and consider other alternatives to its proposed 4.3 million cubic yard 

“bank to bank” dredge, such as a targeted “Sustainable Remedy” that would clean the entire River faster, with 

results comparable to those promised by the EPA’s bank-to-bank proposal and with reduced impact on the host 

communities. 

Thank you. 

joe esposito 

jesposito738@gmail.com 

284 american legion dr apt 1a 

hackensack 

nj 

07601 
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Yeh, Alice

From: Conserve <jonathan@jaffecom.com>

Sent: Friday, August 01, 2014 11:22 AM

To: Region2 PassaicLower8MileComments

Cc: jonathan@jaffecom.com

Subject: Help Save the Lower Passaic  - Email to EPA

Ms. Alice Yeh 

Remedial Project Manager, EPA 

290 Broadway, 19th floor 

New York, NY 10007-1866 

Dear Ms. Yeh, 

The EPA should more seriously review and consider other alternatives to its proposed 4.3 million cubic yard 

“bank to bank” dredge, such as a targeted “Sustainable Remedy” that would clean the entire River faster, with 

results comparable to those promised by the EPA’s bank-to-bank proposal and with reduced impact on the host 

communities. 

Thank you. 

Warren Faure 

mwfaure@optonline.net 

871 Sherwood Road 

Bridgewater 

NJ 

08807 

9085959094 



COMMENT CARD 

PASSAIC RIVER PROPOSED PLAN 

June 23, 2014 

Belleville, New Jersey 

Commenter Name ___ C_;__o_nt_act Information. OpHonal _ 

---····-·- ----·····--····--------- ---------

0 

____.__ .. _______ ____;o:..L, =d::....:.II"C_:,·-=cf...:..:s,:__o=-/'.:.___'fi-t __ o...=..:u;::!S-=-a=-":..._;'"~....:::.d-=0:::___----=o=-fJ___-n=f?:::...: o 
1
b le , 

Lt f/1 .. -~V\,____vu~~ .:_,-.._/! . ..__~ae:t...:~ c.~)JL...:e=. =-t./)~c:~;~e=S=· _ _ 'i.L_._--!:....1 -=c_.c:;c.=.cc.=....J/,____=b.......:,=---..!....r =d~' c'11-l)_,e'-------
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Note: If this is a request for information, please give us a way to get in touch with you. Thank 
you. 
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Yeh, Alice

From: Conserve <jonathan@jaffecom.com>

Sent: Monday, August 11, 2014 11:29 AM

To: Region2 PassaicLower8MileComments

Cc: jonathan@jaffecom.com

Subject: Help Save the Lower Passaic  - Email to EPA

Ms. Alice Yeh 

Remedial Project Manager, EPA 

290 Broadway, 19th floor 

New York, NY 10007-1866 

Dear Ms. Yeh, 

The EPA should more seriously review and consider other alternatives to its proposed 4.3 million cubic yard 

“bank to bank” dredge, such as a targeted “Sustainable Remedy” that would clean the entire River faster, with 

results comparable to those promised by the EPA’s bank-to-bank proposal and with reduced impact on the host 

communities. 

Thank you. 

Edward Fears 

eddiefears@gmail.com 

21 Oak Hill Road 

Short Hills 

New Jersey 

07078 

973.495.8713 
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Yeh, Alice

From: Jennifer Fenstermaker <jfenstermaker@sdtvault.com>

Sent: Thursday, July 17, 2014 1:56 PM

To: Yeh, Alice

Cc: Fred Brody

Subject: Site Remediation pre-treatment

Attachments: Product Data Sheet.pdf

Good afternoon, Ms. Yeh -  

 

I am sending along the attached information as a follow up to your conversation with Fred Brody from a few weeks 

ago.  As Fred may have mentioned, we are a manufacturer of a totally green accelerated sedimentation system that can 

be used as a pre-treatment for site remediation projects.  

 

Very briefly, the WTS2000 is set in the treatment sequence between the sediment holding tanks and the oil/water 

separators. Because it successfully reduces sediment, hydrocarbons, and some heavy metals, its role is to contribute to 

the overall treatment of the remediated material and extend the life of the carbon filters, thus keeping costs down. 

While this is a very brief overview of the system’s capabilities, I hope it is enough to explain the reason for my email. 

 

I have reviewed www.ourpassaic.org and I understand you are nearing the end of the open comment period. I have 

attached, for your information, a product page with details on the WTS2000.  I hope to have the chance to discuss this 

further and see how we might assist in this very ambitious and important effort.  

 

Regards, 

Jennifer  

 
Jennifer Fenstermaker 
Chief Operating Officer 

 
Aqualete Industries, LLC 
3417 Sunset Avenue  |  Ocean, New Jersey 07712 

P: 732.695.6336  |  F: 732.922.1022  | E: jfenstermaker@sdtvault.com 
 
AqualeteIndustries.com 

Pioneering the Science of Clean Water
™

 

 



About Our Company 
Aqualete Industries is an original equipment          
manufacturer of innovative water treatment systems 
headquartered in Ocean, NJ.  
 

The WTS2000 portable sediment tank is used to    
remove suspended sediments, hydrocarbons and 
pollutants from water and is approved to comply with 
the requirements for portable sediment tanks under 
EPA standards.  
There is no other device on the market today that can 
match the efficiency and reduction rates of the 
WTS2000.  
 

The WTS2000 Is 
 Easy to operate 

 Accessible & affordable 

 A tow-behind sedimentation device; and 

Approved Applications 
 Sediment Control & Dewatering 

 SWPP & Post-Construction Stormwater Compliance 

 MTD Cleanout & Maintenance 

 Pre-Treatment for Site Remediation 

 Sediment Basin Maintenance 

 Construction Site Discharge 

 Equipment, Car, Truck & Heavy Machinery Washing 

 Marina and Boat Basin Maintenance 

 Drying Dredge Material 

 Oil/Water Separation 

 Trench Discharge 

 Groundwater Dewatering  

 Decanting Water From Storage Tanks 
 

Ease Of Use & Mobility 
 Keeps projects on time and on schedule 

 Mobile, tow-behind unit with simple setup and clean-out 

 Easy to move to multiple locations on a jobsite 

 Can be connected in parallel to obtain higher GPM’s 

 No costly trainings or certifications 
 

Saves Time, Money & Man Power 
 No downtime dewatering 

 Keep jobsites dry with little maintenance 

 Reduces preventable interruptions and site delays 

 Proper usage ensures compliance with regulations 

 Significant savings when disposing sediment and solids 

 Uses no chemicals or electricity to reduce pollutants 
 

Built To Work 
 Built from 316 marine grade stainless steel 

 Ability to use the unit in fresh and salt water conditions 

 Handles high volumes of water using standard jobsite pumps 

 Collected clean fill can be returned to the jobsite 

 No replaceable filters 
 

Our Systems Are Available For 
 Ownership 

 Long Term Lease 

 Daily, Weekly & Monthly Rental 

Accelerated Sedimentation 
Water is pumped into the WTS2000 using a standard 
construction pump.  Once pumped into the unit, the 
water goes through a four-phase treatment process 
making over 100 right hand turns in our patent-pending 
system, which has the highest reduction in: 

 Sediment: sand, silt, dirt, clay, gravel and other  
highly organic soils 

 Hydrocarbons: oil, gas and grease 

 Heavy metals 

 Debris and bio-mass 

 Turbidity 

 Phosphorous 

 Nitrogen 

 Nutrients and other pollutants 
 

Green Technology For Treating Water 
 Our product is DEP approved for sediment control, 

dewatering and MTD maintenance. 

 Contractors are able to discharge treated water into 
a variety of locations or recycle / reuse 

 Jobsites are kept running on schedule due to our 
product’s convenience, portability & efficiency 

 

Product Is Approved By 

 Environmental Protection Agency 

 Department of Environmental Protection 

 State Soil Conservation Committee 

 Department of Agriculture 
 

Aqualete Industries, LLC 

3417 Sunset Avenue 

Ocean, NJ 07712 USA 

Office: (732) 695-6336 

Fax: (732) 922-1022 

www.aqualeteindustries.com 



Current State Approvals: 

New Jersey, New York, Illinois, Indiana, Maryland, Michigan, Ohio, Pennsylvania, Washington, West 
Virginia and many more. 

System Flow Rates: 

Our system is designed with two sides, which can be run independently or simultaneously for           
maximum treatment.  Multiple systems can be connected in parallel to garner a higher flow rate, if 
necessary.  The expected flow rate will depend on the material and soil composition. 
 
Single Side Flow Rate:   up to 190gpm 
Full Unit Flow Rate:       up to 375gpm 

Average Reduction Rates For Sediment 
Control & Dewatering: 

Total Suspended Solids (TSS):       87% 
 

Nephelometric Turbidity Units:      75% 
 

Total Phosphorus:        83% 
 

Total Kjeldahl Nitrogen:       83% 
 

Hydrocarbons & Heavy Metals:      97% 

Average Reduction Rates For Pollutant & 
Hydrocarbon Reduction: 

Total Suspended Solids (TSS):       88% 
 

Nephelometric Turbidity Units:      90% 
 

Hydrocarbons:         99% 
 

Biochemical Oxygen Demand:      97% 
 

Chemical Oxygen Demand:       82% 

Aqualete Industries LLC - Michael Bavaro - Internal National Sales - (732) 695-6336 - mbavaro@sdtvault.com 

Company Name: Pyrz Water Supply Douglas, Incorporated Dave Heiner Associates J.L. Moore 

Sales Territory: PA, South NJ, DE IN, IL, OH, MI, KY, WI, WV North NJ and Lower NY Middle and Upper NY 

Contact: David Pyrz Ty Douglas Scott Hansen Craig Moore 

Number: (215) 256-8430 (317) 862-3681 (862) 254-0662 (716) 912-8799 

Email: dave@pyrzwater.com ty@douglassinc.com shansen@daveheinerassoc.com cmoore@jlmooreinc.net 
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Yeh, Alice

From: Conserve <jonathan@jaffecom.com>

Sent: Saturday, August 09, 2014 8:09 AM

To: Region2 PassaicLower8MileComments

Cc: jonathan@jaffecom.com

Subject: Help Save the Lower Passaic  - Email to EPA

Ms. Alice Yeh 

Remedial Project Manager, EPA 

290 Broadway, 19th floor 

New York, NY 10007-1866 

Dear Ms. Yeh, 

The EPA should more seriously review and consider other alternatives to its proposed 4.3 million cubic yard 

“bank to bank” dredge, such as a targeted “Sustainable Remedy” that would clean the entire River faster, with 

results comparable to those promised by the EPA’s bank-to-bank proposal and with reduced impact on the host 

communities. 

Thank you. 

Jon Ferrao  

Jferrao74@yahoo.com 

212 Longview rd 

Bridgewater 

NJ  

08807 

(908) 239-1286  
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Yeh, Alice

From: Conserve <jonathan@jaffecom.com>

Sent: Thursday, August 07, 2014 12:50 PM

To: Region2 PassaicLower8MileComments

Cc: jonathan@jaffecom.com

Subject: Help Save the Lower Passaic  - Email to EPA

Ms. Alice Yeh 

Remedial Project Manager, EPA 

290 Broadway, 19th floor 

New York, NY 10007-1866 

Dear Ms. Yeh, 

The EPA should more seriously review and consider other alternatives to its proposed 4.3 million cubic yard 

“bank to bank” dredge, such as a targeted “Sustainable Remedy” that would clean the entire River faster, with 

results comparable to those promised by the EPA’s bank-to-bank proposal and with reduced impact on the host 

communities. 

Thank you. 

melissa ferrao 

melisferrao@gmail.com 
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Yeh, Alice

From: Isabel Simoes <isimoes@townofharrison.com>

Sent: Tuesday, August 19, 2014 3:27 PM

To: Region2 PassaicLower8MileComments

Cc: pjzarbetski@townofharrison.com; mstanton@mbi-gs.com; Schenine.Mitchell@epa.gov

Subject: Town of Harrison - Comments to EPA Focused Feasibility Study

Attachments: 2014 - 08-19 Comments to EPA.pdf

 

Isabel Simoes 
Town of Harrison - Legal Department 
318 Harrison Avenue, Harrison, NJ  07029 
  
P. 973.268.2442 -- F. 973.484.4575  
  
isimoes@townofharrison.com 

  

� Please consider the environment before printing this email. 

 



HARRISON, NEW JERSEY 

JAMES A. FIFE 
MAYOR 

OFFICE OF THE MAYOR 

August 19, 2014 

Via E-Mail (fassaicLower8MileComments.Region2@epa.gov) & Regular Mail 
Ms. Alice Y eh 
Remedial Project Manager, EPA 
290 Broadway, 19th floor 
New York, NY 10007-1866 

RE: Town of Harrison- Comments to EPA Focused Feasibility Study 

Dear Ms. Y eh: 

As you may know, Mayor Raymond McDonough died suddenly in February. I was appointed 
by the Town Council as the new mayor of the Town ofHarrison, and have spent the last few months 
getting up-to-speed on the many issues that face our Town. Mayor McDonough was keenly aware 
of the EPA's Focused Feasibility Study ("FFS"), and was very concerned with the effect that 
implementation of same would have on the Town of Harrison and its residents. Based upon my 
review of this matter, as presented to me by various Town officials, I present this letter as the Town 
of Harrison's comments to the FFS. 

Town officials have been following the debate over the restoration of the Passaic River 
closely for the last few years. Multiple personnel from the Town have been involved with the 
removal of soil/sediment from the Passaic River in Lyndhurst (the "River Mile 10.9 Removal") as 
same related to the bridge openings in Harrison that were required for that project. Based upon that 
involvement, I would like to share the following. 

Bridge Openings 

The Town of Harrison is surrounded on three sides by the Passaic River. Three (3) county
owned and operated bridges span the Passaic in the Harrison area: Clay Street; Bridge Street; and 
Jackson Street. These bridges are owned and operated jointly by Hudson and Essex Counties. Prior 
to the River Mile 10.9 Removal project, all three (3) of these bridges were opened approximately 
3-4 times a year. The River Mile 10.9 Removal required at least 100 bridge openings of each of 
these bridges to support the project over a ten (I 0) month period. As I believe you are aware, the 
Bridge Street Bridge broke twice during the project and caused significant issues in Harrison. 

There are no hospitals in Harrison or its land-connected neighbor, Kearny. Harrison 
relies principally on Newark-based hospitals for the emergency care of its residents and commuter 
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...,_ ....... 

population. Accessing these Newark hospitals requires crossing the Passaic River. Having the Clay, 
Jackson and Bridge Street bridges opened as many times as will be needed for the FFS presents a 
safety concern for Harrison.' If Harrison EMS units cannot cross the Passaic River in a timely 
manner to access the Newark hospitals, significant treatment delays will occur. 

Another problem with the bridge opening during the River Mile I 0.9 Removal was the 
extensive coordination that had to occur between multiple owners and operators from Lyndhurst 
south (NJ TRANSIT, PATH, NJDOT, Hudson/Essex Counties, Conrail, and Amtrak). In addition 
to restrictions placed on bridge openings by the individual owners and operators, we were forced to 
deal with movements of barges up and down the Passaic River during high tides. If, for some 
reason, one of the many bridges could not be opened, the entire schedule was cancelled and placed 
on hold. Once the bridges were opened to allow the passage of barges, traffic patterns in Harrison 
were adversely impacted. 

Given the disruption and safety issues that the Town of Harrison experienced during a 16,000 
cubic yard removal in Lyndhurst, the Town ofHarrison is naturally very concerned about the impact 
from the 4.3 million cubic yard removal proposed in the FFS. The Town of Harrison is also 
concerned that the projected project schedule of five (5) years may be underestimated, causing 
impact to the Town for an even greater period. If the River Mile I 0.9 Removal of 16,000 cubic 
yards took ten (I 0) months, the estimate of sixty (60) months to remove 4.3 million cubic yards may 
be unrealistic. 

Red Bulls Stadium 

As I am sure you are aware, the Town of Harrison is the home of Red Bulls Stadium. On 
game days/nights, thousands of patrons come to Harrison to dine at our restaurants and attend a Red 
Bulls game. During the River Mile I 0.9 Removal, there were a number of conflicts where the 
scheduled movements of barges and opening of bridges were in direct conflict with Red Bulls 
games/events. On game days/nights, a significant amount of traffic crosses the three (3) county
owned/operated bridges to get to and from the Red Bulls Stadium. The Town uses all of the bridges 
in its pre-game and post-game traffic plans. Thankfully, we were able to work directly with the 
contractors in charge of the River Mile 10.9 Removal to adjust the bridge-opening schedule around 
Red Bulls games/events. The Town of Harrison is concerned, given the scale of the FFS, that 
numerous traffic disruptions will occur. 

1 Although there is a 4'h bridge that crosses the Passaic River that did not have to open for 
the River Mile I 0.9 Removal (the Stickel Bridge), when the other 3 bridges are open all river
crossing traffic is diverted to that bridge, causing traffic issues. 
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PATH & Redevelopment 

The Town of Harrison is also the home of the Harrison PATH Station and a number of 
commuter parking lots that feed that rail station for service to and from New York City. As a result, 
the Town of Harrison has heavy peak traffic flows during the morning and evening rush hours, with 
a large number of vehicles entering and leaving the Town of Harrison. Further, the Port Authority 
of NY & NJ is building a new $250 Million PATH station in Harrison. The Town is also in the 
midst of a large-scale redevelopment project of its entire waterfront area involving over 250 acres. 
Much of this redevelopment is located adjacent to the Jackson and Bridge Street Bridges. The Town 
is concerned that the FFS and resulting bridge openings/traffic will have a negative impact on these 
important aspects of Harrison.· 

Pedestrian Traffic & Recreational Access 

It should not be forgotten that numerous people walk across the three (3) county bridges 
every day. The Bridge Street Bridge in particular appears to be the most utilized bridge for 
pedestrian traffic. Obviously, if the bridges are open, pedestrians, like cars, cannot cross. Further, 
the Town has constructed, both itself and through developers, a waterfront walkway on the River. 
We are concerned that a five (5) year dredging will render the walkway useless to our residents. If 
the dredging takes longer, then this disruption will be extended. 

Based upon all of the foregoing, the Town of Harrison is concerned that the EPA may not 
have taken into account the significant negative impacts to the Town that can occur from 
implementation of the FFS. Accordingly, the Town requests that all of the above-referenced issues 
be taken into account by the EPA when deciding how best to address the Passaic River 
contamination. 

The Town appreciates the opportunity to provide comments, and looks forward to a reply. 

JAMES A. FIFE 
Mayor, Town of Harrison 
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cc: Harrison Town Council 
Congressman Albio Sires 
Senator Nick Sacco 
Assemblywoman Angelica Jimenez 
Assembly Speaker Vincent Prieto 
Governor Chris Christie 
Commissioner Bob Martin, NJDEP 
US Senator Robert Menendez 
US Senator Cory Booker 
Congressman Bill Pascrell 
Congressman Donald Payne 
Hudson County Executive Tom DeGise 
Gina McCarthy, EPA Administrator 
Judith Enk, EPA, Region 2 
Schenine Mitchell, Brownfields Project Manager 
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Yeh, Alice

From: Conserve <jonathan@jaffecom.com>

Sent: Thursday, August 07, 2014 9:04 AM

To: Region2 PassaicLower8MileComments

Cc: jonathan@jaffecom.com

Subject: Help Save the Lower Passaic  - Email to EPA

Ms. Alice Yeh 

Remedial Project Manager, EPA 

290 Broadway, 19th floor 

New York, NY 10007-1866 

Dear Ms. Yeh, 

The EPA should more seriously review and consider other alternatives to its proposed 4.3 million cubic yard 

“bank to bank” dredge, such as a targeted “Sustainable Remedy” that would clean the entire River faster, with 

results comparable to those promised by the EPA’s bank-to-bank proposal and with reduced impact on the host 

communities. 

Thank you. 

Dwayne Fisher 

dwaynefisher@yahoo.com 

 

Kendall Park 

New Jersey 
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Yeh, Alice

From: Conserve <jonathan@jaffecom.com>

Sent: Thursday, August 07, 2014 6:45 PM

To: Region2 PassaicLower8MileComments

Cc: jonathan@jaffecom.com

Subject: Help Save the Lower Passaic  - Email to EPA

Ms. Alice Yeh 

Remedial Project Manager, EPA 

290 Broadway, 19th floor 

New York, NY 10007-1866 

Dear Ms. Yeh, 

The EPA should more seriously review and consider other alternatives to its proposed 4.3 million cubic yard 

“bank to bank” dredge, such as a targeted “Sustainable Remedy” that would clean the entire River faster, with 

results comparable to those promised by the EPA’s bank-to-bank proposal and with reduced impact on the host 

communities. 

Thank you. 

Neil Fox 

nfox0546@aol.com 

44 Wintergreen Drive 

Manalapan 

New Jersey 

07726 

732 792 6813 
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Yeh, Alice

From: Conserve <jonathan@jaffecom.com>

Sent: Friday, August 08, 2014 7:54 AM

To: Region2 PassaicLower8MileComments

Cc: jonathan@jaffecom.com

Subject: Help Save the Lower Passaic  - Email to EPA

Ms. Alice Yeh 

Remedial Project Manager, EPA 

290 Broadway, 19th floor 

New York, NY 10007-1866 

Dear Ms. Yeh, 

The EPA should more seriously review and consider other alternatives to its proposed 4.3 million cubic yard 

“bank to bank” dredge, such as a targeted “Sustainable Remedy” that would clean the entire River faster, with 

results comparable to those promised by the EPA’s bank-to-bank proposal and with reduced impact on the host 

communities. 

Thank you. 

Paula Fox 

pmfox16@aol.com 

44 Wintergreen Drive 

Manalapan 

NJ 

07726 

732 208 1488 



COMMENT CARD 

PASSAIC RIVER PROPOSED PLAN 

MAY 7, 2014 

NEWARK, NEW JERSEY 

-- -------- ·------- --- -

Note: If this is a request for information, please give us a way to get in touch with you. Thank 
you. 
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Yeh, Alice

From: Conserve <jonathan@jaffecom.com>

Sent: Sunday, August 03, 2014 9:53 PM

To: Region2 PassaicLower8MileComments

Cc: jonathan@jaffecom.com

Subject: Help Save the Lower Passaic  - Email to EPA

Ms. Alice Yeh 

Remedial Project Manager, EPA 

290 Broadway, 19th floor 

New York, NY 10007-1866 

Dear Ms. Yeh, 

The EPA should more seriously review and consider other alternatives to its proposed 4.3 million cubic yard 

“bank to bank” dredge, such as a targeted “Sustainable Remedy” that would clean the entire River faster, with 

results comparable to those promised by the EPA’s bank-to-bank proposal and with reduced impact on the host 

communities. 

Thank you. 

Linda Friedman  

Lrfdes2@hotmail.com 

 

 

New Jersey  

08827 

8143601950 



August 11, 2014 

Ms. Alice Yeh 
Remedial Project Manager 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
290 Broadway 
New York, New York 10007-1866 

Re: Proposed Plan for the Lower Eight Miles of the Passaic River 

Dear Ms. Yeh: 

On behalf of Darling Ingredients Inc., I am submitting herewith our comments on the Proposed Plan for 

the Lower Eight Miles of the Passaic River. Darling supports the preferred remedy, referred to as 

Alternative 3, Capping with Dredging for Flooding and Navigation. Further, Darling vigorously supports 

the dredging of the 300 foot navigational channel to its presently authorized depth of thirty feet from 

River Mile 0.0 to River Mile 1.2 

Dredging of the navigational channel is critical to the continued viability of our port facility. We thank 

you for the opportunity to comment on this very important matter. 

Very truly yours, 

William Frish 



DARLING 
I NTER NA T I ONAL I N C 

Comments Submitted by Darling Ingredients Inc. 

On the Proposed Plan for the Lower Eight Miles of the Passaic River 

On Aprilll, 2014, the United States Environmental Protection Agency ("USEPA") announced its 

Proposed Plan for the remediation of the Lower Eight Miles of the Passaic River. For the reasons stated 

below, Darling Ingredients Inc. ("Darling") supports the preferred remedy, referred to as Alternative 3, 

Capping with Dredging for Flooding and Navigation. Further, Darling supports dredging of the 300 foot 

navigational channel to its presently authorized depth of thirty feet from River Mile 0.0 to River Mile 1.2. 

Our consultants, Ocean and Coastal Consultants ("OCC") have reviewed the Remedial Investigation 

Report and the Focused Feasibility Study, which form the basis for the Proposed Plan. As discussed in 
Section Ill, OCC believes that up to three feet of additional dredging will be needed to achieve an 

effective depth of th irty (30) feet in the navigational channel. OCC has also suggested a modification to 

the Proposed Plan which would enhance the longevity of the dredging that is proposed. That proposed 

modification, and a request for add itional information, is set forth in Section IV of these comments . 

About Darling Ingredients Inc. 

Darling (formerly known as Darling International Inc.) was established in 1882, and has grown into a 

global developer and producer of sustainable natural ingredients from edible and inedible bio-nutrients, 

creating a wide range of ingredients and customized specialty solutions for customers in the pet food, 

pharmaceutical, feed, fuel, bioenergy and fertilizer industries. With operations on five continents, 

Darling recycles all aspects of animal byproduct streams into useable and specialty ingredients, such as 

gelatin, tallow, feed grade fats, meat and bone meal, poultry meal, yellow grease, fuel feed stocks, 

green energy, natural casings and hides. Value added products include edible fats, bone products, 

fertilizers, and blood products. 

Darling also recovers and converts used cooking oil and commercial bakery residuals into valuable feed 

and fuel ingredients. In addition, Darling provides grease trap collection services, sells used cooking oil 

collection equipment to restaurants, and collects and land applies primarily food residuals. 

Darling's operations provide an environmentally sound alternative to managing a wide range of 

byproducts derived from animal and vegetable origins that, if managed inappropriately, can create 

potential negative impacts for human health and the environment. 

II. Current Port Limitations 

Darling's operation is inextricably tied to its location and access to worldwide shipping routes. Since 

1977, Darling has operated a facility located at 825 Wilson Avenue in Newark, New Jersey where it 

primarily recycles animal fat, bone, and used cooking oil. Raw materials are delivered to Newark via 

truck, while finished product is exported primarily via bulk cargo sh ips. 

DARLING INTERNATIONAL INC. 1 
America 's leading provide! of rendering, recycling and recove ry solutions to the Nat ion's food Indust ry. 

825 WILSON AVENUE NEWARK , NJ 07105 973-465- 1900 tel 973-465-9247 tax 800-842-5927 tol l free WWW.DARLINGII.COM 



The Newark facility serves a wide area, including all of New York, New Jersey and Connecticut, Southern 

Massachusetts, Northern Delaware and Eastern Pennsylvania, all the way to Pittsburgh. Darling 

employs approximately 130 people at its Newark facility. 

The Newark facility is located on Newark Bay, in an area known as the Kearny Point Reach, a portion of 

the Passaic River Federal Navigational Project, which stretches from where the Lower Passaic River 

meets the Newark Bay to River Mile 1.2. The Darling facility is located at River Mile 0.6. 

From River Mile 0.0 upstream to River Mile 2.6 (Junction Light in the Newark Bay Turning Basin to the 

Point-No-Point Conrail Bridge) the channel has an authorized and constructed depth of 30 feet mean 

low water ("MLW") and is 300 feet wide. 

The Passaic River has been used for commerce and industry for almost two centuries. After the Civil 

War, the lower Passaic River was designated as a federal navigation channel. The United States Army 

Corps of Engineers first dredged the Passaic River for navigation in 1874. 

In 1930, the federally authorized depth of the navigational channel in the Kearny Point Reach was 

increased to thirty (30) feet. The channel was regularly dredged and maintained at the authorized depth 

for fifty (SO) years. 

However, the last dredging of the channel occurred in 1983. The halt in maintenance dredging was due 

to the presence of contaminated sediments associated with the Diamond Alkali Superfund Site, located 

on Lister Avenue in Newark, and concerns over the disposal of contaminated dredged spoils. 

In July 2010, the United States Army Corps of Engineers issued a report entitled "Lower Passaic River 

Commercial Navigation Analysis." In that report, the Corps referred to the 2008 Condition Survey which 

described conditions in the Kearny Point Reach as follows: "The 2008 Condition Survey indicated that 

the minimum depth in the channel for vessels entering from Newark Bay is 12.9 feet in the left outside 

quarter, 14.2 feet in the middle half and 10.8 feet in the right outside quarter ... Depth within the channel 

ranged from 10 to 29 feet, with an average depth close to nineteen feet." ld. at 14. 

It can reasonably be expected that depths are even shallower today, after six additional years of 

sediment deposition. 

The removal of contaminated sediments is critical to Darling's continued operations. The existence of a 

port facility was a primary driver in the Company's decision to locate in Newark. The Newark facility 

includes a dock and berthing facility. The company uses its port facility to export its finished products, 

namely used cooking oil and tallow, to Europe, the Caribbean and South America. 

Because of siltation in the berthing area, the company has been forced to use a pier, in conjunction with 

a two barge loading operation platform, to maintain a standoff and provide the maximum acceptable 

draft for the ships at high tide. 

2 



The Oarling terminal takes in ocean-going tankers ranging between 7,800 and 19,000 dead weight tons 

(DWT), and between 110 and 150 meters in length. The draft of these vessels varies between 8 meters 

(approximately 26.4 feet) and 9 meters (approximately 29.7 feet). 

There is approximately 6 meters (approximately 19.8 feet) of water at the berth at mean low water, and, 

as noted above, the average depth in the channel is less than nineteen feet. 

Approximately twenty vessels per year call at the Darling terminal. The fleet of these specialized and 

relatively small ships is very limited, which makes scheduling very difficult. 

The current two barge loading arrangement is needed because the federal channel has not been 

maintained at its authorized depth since 1983 and vessel access is restricted by shoaling. As a result, 

Darling has created a system that allows vessels calling at its facility to remain in the deepest part of the 

channel and load by "riding the tide." Due to the shallow water at the berth, all vessels must dock and 

depart at high water only. This 12-hour cycle causes delays with almost every vessel that calls. In some 

instances, depending on the lunar tidal swing, vessels have rested on the bottom at the facility. 

In addition, there have also been occasions where a vessel has been unable to fully load the contracted 

amount, due to "loading window" restrictions, or draft issues. When that occurs, Darling must still pay 

for the freight charges, even if the boat is not fully loaded. This also hastens the need to have another 

vessel dock at the facility. 

The Company recently received authorization to replace the existing two barge shipping operations 

platform with a fixed pier and single barge berthing structure, designed to provide a safer working 

environment. Darling will be investing an estimated two (2) million dollars to construct the new 

berthing facility. 

However, the berthing barge, and any ship moored at the berth, would continue to occupy the same 

footprint as the existing two barge system in order to allow ships to moor at the facility. As noted 

above, the use of the loading practice of "riding the tide" has its limitations, and it is not a satisfactory 

way to conduct an efficient operation and to protect people and equipment. 

Darling has explored other options for shipping product but found them unsuitable. For example, the 

company assessed re-handling its product from barges to ships at an offshore (deeper) location but 

found that this was impracticable. This would require a dedicated barge, which was not available, and 

would result in double the amount of work required to ship. 

During the period 1997-2006, Darling shipped an average of 75,000 tons of finished product every year 

2007 60,000 tons 

2008 81,000 tons 

2011 65,000 tons 

tons 
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2013 60,000 tons 

2014 60,000 tons (projected) 

The total value of the exported product is very significant, ranging between fifty (SO) and sixty-seven 

(67) million dollars per year. 

This substantial quantity of materials requires large vessels that need considerable water depth to 

operate. Over the years, the excessive deposition of silt in the Kearny Point Reach has reduced the 

depth of the channel waterway from the federally authorized 30 feet to an average channel depth of 

18.9 feet, thereby limiting the number of vessels that can access the Darling facility. 

Larger ships are completely prevented from berthing at the facility due to the required draft. As a 

result, Darling is often forced to pay a fee to have larger vessels moor at Hudson Tank in Port Newark, 

and to have the material trucked there from its plant to be loaded into these larger vessels. 

Darling currently pays approximately $335,000 per year to ship from Hudson Tank; that figure would rise 

to an economically prohibitive $2.7 million per year if the company were forced to use Hudson Tank for 

all of its shipments. The additional costs associated with trucking material to Hudson Tank are passed 

on to the company's customers and results in unnecessary air pollution and congestion from the 

increased truck traffic. The restrictions on when a ship can berth and what size ship can use the berth 

will eventually render business economically unviable at the Newark location. 

Ill. The Proposed Plan 

The Focused Feasibility Study describes Alternative 3 as comprised of sediment remediation dredging 

and backfilling or capping the existing federally-authorized navigation channel to targeted elevation 

levels between RM 0.0 to RM 2.2. This would entail dredging three (3) feet below the authorized thirty 

(30) foot channel to account for overdepth dredging and providing a one (1) foot safety margin of clean 

material. Additional dredging of the existing bathymetry in the shoal areas between RM 0.0 to 2.2, and 

bank to bank between RM 2.2 to RM 8.3 would receive two feet of cap material. The remaining 

contaminated sediment would receive a two foot thick cap. 

For the reasons set forth above, and in order to continue its port operations, Darling supports 

Alternative 3 and in particular, supports the dredging of the navigation channel to its presently 

authorized depth of thirty feet from River Mile 0.0 to River Mile 1.2. 

We are concerned about certain recent comments made by representatives of the US Army Corps of 

that 

description of the potential future of the Federal Navigational Project that passes through the entire 

project area. That description was at odds with the project design provided in the USEPA's Focused 

Feasibility Study Report and its supporting documentation. 
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restricted to provide an additional one (1) foot of safety margin, creating a channel that is only twenty

seven (27) feet deep. 

These restrictions, and our concern regarding the deposition of contaminated sediment in the channel 

from dredging the remainder of the remediation project, as discussed in Section IV below, causes us to 

conclude that the thirty (30) foot deep channel will not be realized, as currently planned. Therefore, we 

request that US EPA revise their proposed remediation plans, in light of the USACE comments, to allow 

for another three feet of dredging, so that the fully authorized depth of thirty (30) feet is obtained. 

Darling supports dredging of the 300 foot navigational channel to its presently authorized depth of thirty 

(30) feet from River Mile 0.0 to River Mile 1.2. Darling does not support dredging of the navigational 

channel in this section of the River to any depth less than thirty (30) feet. Dredging to a shallower depth 

will not alleviate the logistical problems caused by the current conditions that force Darling to load ships 

by riding the tide. Further, dredging to a shallower depth now will only shorten time frame within which 

future maintenance dredging will be required. 

Dredging the navigational channel is consistent with both USEPA guidance as well as practice at other 

Superfund sites. On May 25, 1995, the Agency issued OSWER Directive No. 9355.7-04 entitled "Land 

Use in the CERCLA Remedy Selection Process." The purpose of the Directive was to issue guidance for 

considering land use in making remedy selection decisions under CERCLA. 

One of the major points of the Directive was that "[r]emedial action objectives developed during the 

RI/FS process should reflect the reasonably anticipated future use or uses." & at 2. That guidance was 

reinforced in the recently issued OSWER Directive 9355.7-19, entitled "Considering Reasonably 

Anticipated Future Land Use and Reducing Barriers to Reuse at EPA-Lead Superfund Remedial Sites." 

There, the Agency states that "[w]henver practicable, the Agency also seeks to avoid response actions 

that might hinder or prevent reuse consistent with the Agency's assumptions regarding reasonably 

anticipated future land use." & at 3. 

The past, as well as projected future navigational needs of commercial users were well-documented in 

the Focused Feasibility Study Report for the Lower Eight Miles of the Lower Passaic River as well as in 

separate comments submitted as part of the public comment process. 

Further, dredging for navigational purposes is well-established as an integral part of the CERCLA 

remedial selection process. Two examples of comparable circumstances where dredging for 

navigational purposes was included as part of the CERCLA selected remedy are the Hudson River PCBs 

Site (February 2002 Record of Decision) and the Lockheed West Seattle Superfund Site (August 2013 

We also note that dredging of the navigational channel is supported by both the State of New Jersey and 

the Corps of Engineers. On November 28, 2012, the Honorable Chris Christie wrote to the Honorable 

Lisa Jackson, USEPA, with respect to the State of New Jerseys' position on remedial alternatives for the 

3, 
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reasonable balance between long-term future uses of the River and the need for a cost-effective 

remediation." 

On February 6, 2014, Mr. Joseph Seebode, Deputy District Engineer for the Corps of Engineers, New York 

District, wrote to Mr. Raymond Basso, USEPA, concerning the interplay between the remedial 

investigation and the federal authorized navigation channel. In that letter, the Corps "strongly agreed" 

with the US EPA's inclusion of dredging of the authorized channel within the lower 2.2 miles of the Lower 

Passaic River as part of the remedy. Mr. Seebode cited the most recent data for the year 2011 which 

indicated that "a significant volume (total of 2,615,000 short tons) of waterborne commerce was 

transported within that year within the Lower Passaic River." Significantly, the Corps supported not just 

the proposed, but also indicated a willingness to resume maintenance dredging in the future, as needed. 

Looking forward, Mr. Seebode stated that "[t]he current and projected future level of commercial traffic 

is sufficient to justify maintenance dredging of the channel should it be required, subject to budget 

limitations." 

IV. Modifications to the Proposed Plan 

As set forth below, Darling believes that a modification to the Proposed Plan will enhance the longevity 

of the proposed dredging. 

Once dredging has occurred, the lower Passaic will be subjected to natural sediment movement that will 

cause infilling with sediment transported there by local currents and wave erosion. This condition will 
be partially exacerbated by subsequent remediation dredging in the lower Passaic River. That dredging 

will resuspend contaminated sediment and recreate the currents and deposition patterns that appear to 

have accelerated sediment deposition in the navigation channel's lowest reach area (RM 0.0 to RM 2.2). 

The remediation method and the schedule of construction, along with the re-creation of the 

depositional hydrodynamics, are cause for concern and can be improved. Because backfilling of the 

dredged areas to isolate residual deposits of sediment would start once an area is dredged, the newly 

deepened and backfilled areas could be cleaned and then allowed to become a sediment deposition 

area without any contingency plan to remove the sediments that accumulate there during subsequent 

dredging of other project reaches and natural sediment transport events. 

The Focused Feasibility Study states at page 4-24 that "[f]or dredging, a resuspension rate of three 

percent of the mass removed (solids, carbon, and chemical) was assumed (129,000 cubic yards). This 

rate is based on the environmental Dredging Pilot Study {LBG, 2012) results and similar measurements 

from other dredging projects. Therefore, three percent of the material in the dredge bucket was added 

surface layer." 

Alternative 3 would utilize a cap to isolate contaminated sediments not removed by dredging and 
the 
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USEPA has proposed that the navigation channel be dredged and backfilled at the start of the project. 

To minimize the impacts from the resuspended sediments, Darling recommends that the program for 

RM 0.0 to 1.2 areas be modified to use the channel as a sediment deposition area. The navigation 

channel would be dredged as scheduled, but not backfilled immediately as proposed. 

Instead, the channel should be used as a deposition/accumulation area, then re-dredged and armored 

with backfill at the end of all remediation activities. This design would allow the capture of additional 

sediment created by the upstream dredging activities, thereby enhancing the life expectancy of 

improvements to the channel, and increase the amount of contamination removal. For the navigation 

channel, it would also address the possibility of creating and leaving contaminated shoals that are 

potential navigational problems in the area. 

Because the project calculates the footprint area sediment yardage for purposes of analysis, the volume 

of material captured by this design change would not alter those determinations. However, the 

modification would reduce offsite sediment migration into Newark Bay and the potential for significant 

shoaling in the deepest and most needed portions of the Passaic River navigation channel. 

Darling also requests a point of clarification with respect to the Proposed Plan. In Appendix G, page 1-12 

of the Focused Feasibility Study, it is stated that "[i]n areas where bulkheads are present, dredging 

would extend to within approximately two feet of the wall and the resulting side slopes would be 

essentially vertical. In areas where riprap is present, the side slope of the cut would be parallel to the 

face of the riprap at an approximately 2H:1 V slope. The cut would be offset about four feet from the 

face of the rip rap to avoid undercutting the toe of the stone. Due to the variety of riprap shoreline 

stabilization in the remediation work area, additional site specific stability assessments are warranted." 

Darling recently received authorization to repair riprap at its facility which was damaged during 

Hurricane Sandy. The calculations for the repaired riprap did not contemplate dredging within four feet 

of the toe of the riprap as now proposed. Darling requests a site specific characterization of the 

potential for failure of its riprap due to the proposed dredging. This is particularly important due to the 

proximity and depth of the federal navigation channel in relationship to the shore protection structure 

and their different angles of repose. 

Submitted by: 

William Frish 
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Yeh, Alice

From: Conserve <jonathan@jaffecom.com>

Sent: Friday, August 15, 2014 12:27 PM

To: Region2 PassaicLower8MileComments

Cc: jonathan@jaffecom.com

Subject: Help Save the Lower Passaic  - Email to EPA

Ms. Alice Yeh 

Remedial Project Manager, EPA 

290 Broadway, 19th floor 

New York, NY 10007-1866 

Dear Ms. Yeh, 

The EPA should more seriously review and consider other alternatives to its proposed 4.3 million cubic yard 

“bank to bank” dredge, such as a targeted “Sustainable Remedy” that would clean the entire River faster, with 

results comparable to those promised by the EPA’s bank-to-bank proposal and with reduced impact on the host 

communities. 

Thank you. 

Tony gallotto 

Savvymoose@myfairpoint.net 

99 Albert ave 

Mill town 

Nj 

08850 

732-470-0589 



Chris Christie, Governor 
Kim Guadagno, Lieutenant Governor 
Joseph D. Bertoni, Acting Board Chairman 
Veronique Hakim, Executive Director 

Ms. Alice Yeh 
· Remedial Project Manager, EPA 
290 Broadway, 19th floor 
New York, NY 10007-1866 

August 18, 2014 

IWJTRANSIT 
One Penn Plaza East 
Newark, NJ 07105-2246 
973-491-7000 

EMAIL SUBMISSION: PassaicLower8MileComments.Region2@epa.gov 

Dear Ms. Yeh: 

The purpose of this communication to is to provide NJ TRANSIT's formal comments on 
the EPA's Focused Feasibility Study (FFS), the agency's proposed plan for the lower 
eight (8) miles of the Passaic River. 

As proposed, the FFS calls for the removal of 4.3 million cubic yards of sediment from 
lower eight (8) miles of the Passaic River. According to the propose plan, it is estimated 
that the project will take five (5) years to complete, with four (4) years of dredging and 
(1) year of capping, with work taking place 24 liours a day, six (6) days a week, 40 
weeks a year. 

As we understand the process, after the close of public comment period on August 20, 
2014, the EPA will take six (6) to nine (9) months to review and respond to the issues 
raised during the public comment period and then issue a Record of Decision (ROD) 
sometime on 2015. Following the issuance of the ROD, the EPA has indicated that it 
could take approximately three (3) years to design the project and complete 
negotiations with the responsible parties. 

· Based on our review the proposed plan available on www.ourpassiac.org, NJ TRANSIT 
submits for the following comments and concerns for your review and consideration. 
We are hopeful that the EPA will consider NJ TRANSIT's comments and concerns 
seriously due to the fact that this project will directly impact approximately a 500,000 NJ 
TRANSIT customers each and every day. 

NJ TRANSIT owns and operates Newark Draw movable bridge which carries our Morris 
& Essex Line and Midtown Direct Service over the Passaic River. Located at river 
milepost 5.8 this bridge sees two hundred forty (240) trains per weekday. In addition, 
NJ TRANSIT relies heavily on the safe and reliable operation of Amtrak's Dock Bridge, 
over which the Northeast Corridor Rail Line travels. As I hope you are aware, the NEC 
is the busiest rail line in the United States. 



During the recent River Mile 10.9 project, NJ TRANSIT, together with Amtrak, worked 
closely with the contractors in charge of that project. That Project required in excess of 
100 openings of each of the ten (1 0) moveable bridges that span the Passaic River over 
a ten (10) month timeframe. 
Thankfully, we were able to accommodate the required openings without significant 
impacts to our customers or our infrastructure. However, the project did have a direct 
impact on our operating budget due to the significant increase in bridge openings from 
what historically has been the norm. 

As I hope you are well aware, NJ TRANSIT, and every other owner/operator of bridges 
along the Passaic River are governed by the United States Coast Guard. Specifically 
CFR Title 33 Part §117.739 is what guides the manner in which we operate the bridges 
along the Passaic River. 

Each and every bridge has an official notification designation consistent with CFR Title 
33 Part §117.739 requiring that mariners provide advance notification requesting an 
opening (i.e. 4 hours, on demand, 24 hours etc). As it relates to NJ TRANSIT, we are 
allowed by the CFR to close the bridge to marine traffic for a designated period of time 
during the morning and evening rush hours as not to affect the commuter train traffic. 

A review the EPA's proposed plan reveals that the EPA assumes a dredging rate of 
over 1 million cubic yards a year for four (4) straight years to achieve the objective of a 
4.3 million cubic yard removal. Using the openings and the amount of material removed 
from the River Mile 10.9 project, NJ TRANSIT's estimates that EPA's proposed plan 
would require more than 10,000 bridge openings, or approximately ten (10) bridge 
openings a day for each moveable bridge along the Passaic River per year. 

Given the constraints inherent to the Passaic River - multiple bridges, multiple owners 
and operators, different bridge opening notification requirements, width of the river, 
weather and tides -we do not believe this is r~alistic. 

More importantly, NJ TRANSIT is very concerned about what impact ten (10) bridge 
openings per day would have on our customers. Assuming ten (10) bridge openings a 
day, at 15-20 minutes per opening could result in upwards of two (2) hours of delay per 
day. From a public transit operator's perspective, a two (2) hour delay is simply an 
unacceptable disruption. We are also concerned about the impact to our operating 
budgets since the amount of proposed bridge openings is a very significant increase 
over what has been historically done in the past. · 

NJ TRANSIT also has concerns about the EPA's plan to dredge near/close to the 
Newark Draw. How does the EPA intend on dredging close to the bridge without 
impacting the structural integrity of the substructure? 

Finally, NJ TRANSIT is unaware of any attempts by the EPA or EPA consultants to 
meet with NJ TRANSIT to discuss this ambitious multi-year project. Stated simply, as 



far as we know the EPA has not proactively reached out to NJ TRANSIT to discuss 
bridge openings and potential impacts of the FFS on NJ TRANSIT's infrastructure 
namely the Newark Draw Bridge. 

Thank you for the opportunity to provide NJ TRANSIT's concerns and comments about 
the EPA's proposed plan for the lower 8 miles of the Passaic River. We look forward to 
receiving your reply. 

Respectfully, 

James M. Galvin, P.E. 
Chief Engineer- Structures 
NJ TRANSIT Rail Operations 
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Yeh, Alice

From: JGalvin@njtransit.com

Sent: Monday, August 18, 2014 2:23 PM

To: Region2 PassaicLower8MileComments

Subject: Comments on Passaic Lower 8 Mile Project

Attachments: EPACommentsPassaic.PDF

Attached are NJ TRANSIT's comments on the subject project. 

 

James M. Galvin, P.E. 

Chief Engineer - Structures 

NJ TRANSIT Rail Operations 

Phone: 973-491-8104 

Cell: 973-417-2009 

Fax: 973-232-4658  
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Yeh, Alice

From: PWyckoff@njtransit.com

Sent: Thursday, August 28, 2014 1:54 PM

To: Region2 PassaicLower8MileComments

Subject: NJT final attn. Alice Yeh

Attachments: NJT Comments - EPA Remediation Plan PassaicFinalversion.pdf

Alice, 

Sorry for the mix-up. Thanks so much. 

Please call with any questions. 

Thanks, 

Paul 

 

Paul Wyckoff  

Chief of Government and External Affairs 

NJ TRANSIT 

Executive Director's Office 

973-491-7855  

973-820-3935 (cell)  



Chris Christie, Governor 
Kim Guadagno, Lieutenant Governor 
Joseph D. Bertoni, Acting Board Chairman 
Veronique Hakim, Executive Director 

August 18, 2014 

Ms. Alice Yeh 
Remedial Project Manager, EPA 
290 Broadway, 19th floor 
New York, NY 10007-1866 

NJTRANSIT 
One Penn Plaza East 
Newark, NJ 07105-2246 
973-491-7000 

EMAIL SUBMISSION: Passaiclower8MileComments.Region2@epa.gov 

Dear Ms. Yeh: 

NJ TRANSIT would like to submit the following formal comments on the EPA's 
Proposed Plan for remediation of the lower eight miles of the Passaic River, based upon 
the Remedial Investigation Report (RI Report) and the Focused Feasibility Study (FFS) 
for the proposed project area. 

The Proposed Plan identifies alternatives that call for the removal of from 1 million to as 
much as 9.7 million cubic yards of dredged material from the project area, with barging 
used to transport dredge spoils. The preferred alternative would remove some 4.3 
million cubic yards of material. The Proposed Plan estimates that the project will take 
five years to complete, including some four years of dredging, as well as an additional 
year for capping. Thus, as the Plan notes, the proposed project could have a significant 
impact on bridges over this portion of the river, including the moveable bridges that are 
vital for transportation for New Jersey and the region. 

NJ TRANSIT owns and operates one moveable bridge that spans the Passaic River, 
the Newark Draw moveable bridge, located at river milepost 5.8. This bridge carries 
Morris & Essex Line and Midtown Direct service over the Passaic River. Approximately 
240 NJ TRANSIT trains traverse the Newark Draw Bridge each work day. In addition, 
NJ TRANSIT operates more than 230 trains each day over Amtrak's Dock Bridge, on 
the Northeast Corridor (NEC) Rail Line. 

Each peak-hours revenue train carries an average of some 800 customers, and some 
many more. Overall, the Passaic River remediation can directly or indirectly impact 
some 140,000 NJ TRANSIT customers making nearly 300,000 trips each day. In short, 
the reliable, consistent and safe operation of these moveable bridges is critical to 
maintaining reliable rail travel - and the quality of life - for NJ TRANSIT customers. 
Meanwhile, a significant number of NJ TRANSIT customers transfer to and ride the Port 
Authority Trans Hudson (PATH) service which also traverses Amtrak's Dock Bridge. 



Ms. Alice Yeh 
Page No.2 

Notably, NJ TRANSIT's operation of its bridge along the Passaic River, is governed by 
the United States Coast Guard under CFR Title 33 Part §117.739. Under this portion of 
the CFR, bridges have an official notification designation requiring that mariners provide 
advance notification requesting an opening (i.e. 4 hours, on demand, 24 hours, etc.) 
Meanwhile, in recognition of the potential negative effect upon the transit system, and 
by extension, the economy, railroads are accorded a "blackout" period during the 
morning and evening peak travel hours during which the bridges cannot be opened. 

Analyses of the Proposed Plan have produced estimates that the project could require 
approximately 10 openings of each moveable bridge per day for each day of the multi
year dredging operation. 

NJ TRANSIT has serious concerns these openings could create intolerable delays for 
our customers, even if bridge openings are coordinated and scheduled to avoid the 
previously-mentioned "blackout periods" during peak morning and evening travel hours. 
This is because each opening can require halting train traffic for 15 to 20 minutes. 
Assuming 10 bridge openings per day, this could produce upwards of two hours of 
delay each and every day- an unacceptable disruption to NJ TRANSIT customers. 

It is important to note that delays do not affect just the trains in the immediate area of a 
bridge. Given the congestion on the rail lines, particularly into and out of New York Penn 
Station, every delay creates a cascade effect that delays numerous other trains up and 
down the lines. In other words, the impact of delays goes far beyond what might be 
assumed. 

The sheer number of openings also creates significant concerns about the effect of 
these openings on the reliability of operating aging mechanical bridges, and the impact 
to NJ TRANSIT's operating budget, since the amount of proposed bridge openings 
would be a dramatic increase from historical levels. 

In addition to the potential for lengthy travel delays, NJ TRANSIT also is concerned that 
the Proposed Plan properly provide for protection of bridge structures such as 
abutments and footings to avoid any negative impact on the integrity of the bridges. 

Thank you for the opportunity to provide NJ TRANSIT's concerns and comments about 
the EPA's proposed plan for the lower eight miles of the Passaic River. We look forward 
to receiving your reply. 

~~~ 
Michael Gaspartich 
Deputy General Manager- Infrastructure Engineering 
NJ TRANSIT Rail Operations 
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Yeh, Alice

From: Kegan.Brown@lw.com

Sent: Tuesday, August 19, 2014 4:44 PM

To: Region2 PassaicLower8MileComments

Cc: Gary.Gengel@lw.com

Subject: Comments on Lower Passaic River Focused Feasibility Study Proposed Plan

Attachments: Letter to USEPA 8-19-14(226939_1_NJ).PDF

To Whom It May Concern: 
 
Please see the attached letter regarding the Proposed Plan for the Focused Feasibility Study for the Lower Passaic River 
Study Area. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Kegan A. Brown 

 
LATHAM & WATKINS LLP  
885 Third Avenue  
New York, NY 10022-4834  
Direct Dial: +1.212.906.1224  
Fax: +1.212.751.4864  
Email: kegan.brown@lw.com  
http://www.lw.com  
 

This email may contain material that is confidential, privileged and/or attorney work product for the sole use of the 
intended recipient.  Any review, reliance or distribution by others or forwarding without express permission is strictly 
prohibited.  If you are not the intended recipient, please contact the sender and delete all copies. 
 
Latham & Watkins LLP  



Gary P. Gengel 

Direct Dial: 212.906.4690 

gary.gengel@lw.com 

LATHAM&WATK IN SLLP 

August 19, 2014 

VIA EMAIL & FEDEX 

Ms. Alice Y eh 
Remedial Project Manager 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region 2 
290 Broadway 
New York, New York 10007-1866 
PassaicLower8MileComments.Region2@epa.gov 

53rd at Third 

885 Third Avenue 

New York, New York 10022-4834 

Tel: +1.212.906.1200 Fax: +1 .212.751 .4864 

www.lw.com 

FIRM I AFFILIATE OFFICES 

Abu Dhabi Milan 

Barcelona Moscow 

Beijing Munich 

Boston New Jersey 

Brussels New York 

Chicago Orange County 

Doha Paris 

Dubai Riyadh 

Dusseldorf Rome 

Frankfurt San Diego 

Hamburg San Francisco 

Hong Kong Shanghai 

Houston Silicon Valley 

London Singapore 

Los Angeles Tokyo 

Madrid Washington, D.C. 

Re: Comments on the Proposed Plan for the Lower Eight Miles of the 
Lower Passaic River Part of the Diamond Alkali Superfund Site, 
Essex and Hudson Counties, New Jersey 

Dear Alice: 

In connection with the "Proposed Plan for the Lower Eight Miles of the Lower Passaic 
River Part of the Diamond Alkali Superfund Site," issued by the United States Environmental 
Protection Agency, Region 2 on April11, 2014 (the "Proposed Plan"), Covanta Essex Company 
("Covanta") and Sequa Corporation ("Sequa") join any and all public comments submitted in 
opposition to the Proposed Plan. 

Please include this letter in the administrative record for the Proposed Plan. By 
submitting this letter, Covanta and Sequa do not admit any liability, issue oflaw or fact, or waive 
any rights or defenses. 

cc: Nancy D. Tammi, Esq. (Covanta) 
Brian L. Buniva, Esq. (Sequa) 

Gary P. Gengel 
of LATHAM & WATKINS LLP 
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Yeh, Alice

From: Justin Genovino <jgenovino@gmail.com>

Sent: Thursday, May 22, 2014 9:37 AM

To: Region2 PassaicLower8MileComments

Subject: Passaic river restoration

I'd like the river cleaned because it's a beautiful river and I'd like to fish in it! 

 

Sent from my iPad 
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Yeh, Alice

From: Conserve <jonathan@jaffecom.com>

Sent: Friday, July 25, 2014 8:17 AM

To: Region2 PassaicLower8MileComments

Cc: jonathan@jaffecom.com

Subject: Help Save the Lower Passaic  - Email to EPA

Ms. Alice Yeh 

Remedial Project Manager, EPA 

290 Broadway, 19th floor 

New York, NY 10007-1866 

Dear Ms. Yeh, 

The EPA should more seriously review and consider other alternatives to its proposed 4.3 million cubic yard 

“bank to bank” dredge, such as a targeted “Sustainable Remedy” that would clean the entire River faster, with 

results comparable to those promised by the EPA’s bank-to-bank proposal and with reduced impact on the host 

communities. 

Thank you. 

Ray Germann 

rgermann@lowerpassaiccpg.com 

1669 Edgewood Road 

Yardley, PA  

19067 

215 588 5555 



OFFICE OF THE MAYOR 

May 14,2014 

Ms. Judith Enk 
Regional Administrator 
US Environmental Protection Agency, Region ll 
290 Broadway, 19th floor 
New York, NY 10007 

RE Request for Extension of Comment Period on EPA's FFS 

Dear Ms. Enk: 

MAYOR 

ROBERT B. GIANGERUSO 
Department of Public Safety 

This is to request that the US EPA extend the public comment period for the proposed FFS for an 
additional 90 days and to demand that the EPA add a fourth public hearing to its public hearing 
scheduled to solicit public comment and input from residents in the upper nine (9) miles of the Lower 
Passaic River Study Area (LPRSA). 

As the largest proposed removal in the history of the EPA, it is only reasonable to allow more time for 
residents and key stakeholders to fully understand the proposed plan and to provide educated and 
meaningful comments. We are aware that on May 5, 2014 the EPA extended the public comment 
period an additional30 days and respectfully request that the EPA extend that period another 90 days. 

Lyndhurst Township requires more time to truly understand what is proposed, ask questions and 
provide meaningful comments. As you are aware, Lyndhurst Township's immediate concern is the 
fact that the proposed FFS focuses only on the lower 8 miles of the Passaic River and fails to provide 
our residents any kind of relief or benefits. 

In addition, we demand that the US EPA schedule a fourth public hearing to its public hearing 
schedule at a location convenient to the residents in the upper 9 miles of the LPRSA. Residents and 
key stakeholders in the upper 9 miles of the LPRSA have sat back and watched the Passaic River be 
studied for decades and deserve the opportunity to be heard. Lyndhurst Township would be happy to 
offer the use of our Senior Center for such a public hearing. 

Robert B. Giangeruso 
Mayor 

Municipal Building • 367 Valley Brook Avenue • Lyndhurst, New Jersey 07071 
T 201-804-2457 Ext. 2685 • F 201-804-4758 • www.lyndhurstnj.org 



OFFICE OF THE MAYOR 

August 13 , 2014 

Ms. Alice Yeh 
Remedial Project Manager, EPA 
290 Broadway, 19th floor 
New York, Y 10007- 1866 

Email Submission: PassaicLower8MileComments.ReQ.ion?@epa.gov 

Dear Ms. Yeh: 

MAYOR 

ROBERT B. GIANGERUSO 
Department o f Pu b lic Sa rety 

The Township of Lyndhurst appreciates the opportunity to provide its official comments and 
questions concerning the EPA 's proposed plan for the lower 8 miles of the Passaic River. The 
Township also appreciates the EPA's decis ion respond to Lyndhurst's request and to extend the 
public comment period to August 20 to allow municipalities like Lyndhurst and other 
stakeholders to fully understand what may be the largest removal action under the Superfund 
Law. 

As you are well aware, Lyndhurst Township has been actively involved in the Passaic River 
clean up for a number of years. As you are also well aware, one of the primary concerns the 
residents of Lyndhurst have is major flooding events and how those flooding events impact our 
residents. While I understand the role of the Superfund program is focused so lely on 
remediation , I believe the EPA has heard the residents of Lyndhurst loud and clear that one their 
major concerns is flooding and, more specifically, preventing what is in the river from entering 
households during major flooding events. 

Lyndhurst elected officials and staff have been monitoring the EPA public outreach process very 
closely and have reviewed the proposed plan on the website - www.ourpassaic.orQ.. As 
proposed, the Township of Lyndhurst cannot support the proposed plan. Below you wi ll find our 
comments and concerns: 

Lower 8 miles versus Full 17 miles : As proposed the EPA's proposed plan is calling for the 
removal of 4.3 million cubic yards of sediment in the lower 8 miles of the Passaic River. When 
questioned about why focus on the lower 8 miles of the River and not advance a clean up of the 
full 17 miles Lower Passaic River Study Area, the EPA has responded that "90%" of the most 
contaminated sediment resides in the lower 8 miles of the River. Assuming the EPA is correct, 
that would leave only 10% additional sediment in the remaining 9 miles of the River. Why not 
aggressively deal with that remaining 10% now? Why wait? 

Municipal Building • 367 Valley Brook Avenue • Lyndhurst. New Jersey 07071 
T 201 -804-2457 Ext. 2685 • F 201 -804-475 8 • www.lyndhurstnj.org 



Tidal Flows - Recontamination: Twice a day the Passaic River ebbs and flows with the tide. 
The change in tides is very obvious in Lyndhurst as the mud flats clearly reveal themselves twice 
a day. During the EPA public hearings I heard that the proposed 4.3 million cubic yard removal 
will be the largest removal in the history of the EPA. 

Lyndhurst is very concerned that during the removal in the lower 8 miles of the River, the tidal 
movement of the Passaic River will lead to a tremendous amount of recontamination, with 
sediment flowing upstream during high tides and "laying down" on the shores of the River. 
Dredging is a very messy operation and digging up this sediment from the bottom of the River 
will certainly lead to a great deal of re-suspension and release of contaminated material into the 
water column. I am told that the average rate or re-suspension during a dredging operation is six 
percent (6%). In fact, it is very likely that the 5.5 acres recently capped at River Mile 10.9 will 
become contaminated on a daily basis if the proposed plan moves forward. What 
plans/engineering controls will the EPA put into place to deal with the tidal nature of the Passaic 
River and prevent recontamination of the upper 9 miles of the Passaic River? 

Schedule: As the host community for the River Mile 10.9 Removal, Lyndhurst was intimately 
involved with this project and saw first-hand the challenges related to performing dredging work 
in the Passaic River. The River Mile 10.9 project took approximately 10 months to complete and 
only removed 16,000 cubic yard of sediment. My understanding of the propose plan is that the 
EPA claims 4.3 million cubic yards can be dredged and capped in five (5) years. 

Given our collective experience with River Mile 10.9 Removal, the Township of Lyndhurst is 
very concerned that the EPA is misrepresenting the project schedule and grossly underestimating 
the unique challenges inherent to the Passaic River. Tides, tidal movements, weather, bridge 
outages, and the full cooperation of multiple bridge owners/operators had a significant impact on 
the River Mile 10.9 schedule. 

During the public hearing in Kearny, the EPA was asked a direct question by a representative of 
Hudson County - how many bridge openings will be required to support the removal of 4.3 
million cubic yards in the lower 8 miles ofthe Passaic River? EPA's response was that they did 
not have an answer to that question and that issues like bridge openings would be dealt with 
"during the design phase of the project." 

Despite that lack of a definitive answer regarding bridge openings, the EPA stood by the project 
schedule of five (5) years. How can the EPA continue to stand by the five year project schedule 
when significant issues like the number of required bridge openings has not been finalized? 
More importantly, if the EPA is wrong on the project schedule municipalities in the upper nine 
(9) miles of the River will have to wait even longer for action. 

Flooding & Out of River Improvements: As I indicated earlier, flooding is a major issue for 
the residents of Lyndhurst. Time and time again we have been told that the EPA' s Superfund 
project is focused solely on remediation, not flood prevention. We have also been told that the 
proposed plan will have no impact on flooding - "x" amount of sediment will be removed and 
replaced with the same amount of an engineered cap. 



During the past 18 months the Passaic River and The Township of Lyndhurst have been tested. 
Hurricane Irene and Super Storm Sandy tested our residents' patience and surely tested the 
Passaic River. On both occasions, water from the Passaic River flooded the streets and homes of 
Lyndhurst. Fortunately, after each storm we worked with the EPA on testing the Lyndhurst 
Little League fields and Riverside Park and learned that during the major flooding events 
contaminated sediment from the Passaic River was not breaching the shoreline flooding out 
streets and entering our homes. 

As I understand the EPA's proposed plan, the EPA has no plans to perform any work "out of 
river" and has no plans to move forward with any kind of restoration projects that may assist a 
municipality like Lyndhurst in dealing with flooding events. Please confirm my understanding 
of the EPA's proposed plan. Wouldn ' t it be more cost effective and efficient to advance some 
kind of out of river restoration program in conjunction with the removal action to help mitigate 
the adverse impacts of flooding while helping manage the flow of pollutants from the shore back 
into the Passaic River? 

Future Development and River Access: The Lyndhurst Fire Department and recreational 
boaters that use the Passaic River on a daily basis have brought some issues with the River Mile 
10.9 engineered cap to our attention. Both stakeholders have expressed concerns about the rocks 
protruding from the cap itself as well as the consistency of the top layer of the cap itself. 

Recreational boaters have expressed concerns about boats being damaged by rocks and the 
inability to anchor on top of the engineered cap. The Lyndhurst Fire Department Dive Team has 
complained that the top layer of sand on top of the cap at River Mile 10.9 makes it very difficult 
to walk on and more difficult to enter the water in scuba gear for their regular drills. How does 
the EPA intend to deal with these issues? How do these issues at River Mile 10.9 impact the 
EPA 's approach to its proposed bank to bank dredge in the lower 8 miles of the river? 

The issues raised as a result of River Mile 10.9 cause Lyndhurst Township some concerns about 
the proposed plan. Lyndhurst has been seeking to rebuild the Lyndhurst Fire Department Boat 
Ramp that lies on the northern border of Riverside Park and the southern boarder of Lyndhurst 
Little League Park. With the engineered cap now in place, can Lyndhurst advance a project to 
rebuild the boat ramp? As proposed, the FFS calls for a bank to bank dredge followed by the 
installation of a bank to bank engineered cap. What impact would this engineered cap have on 
future development in the lower 8 miles of the river (installation of a retaining wall, installation 
of a dock, driving piles on the shores ofthe Passaic) 

We thank EPA Region 2 for its work on the Diamond Alkali Superfund Site and appreciate the 
opportunity to provide our comments and concerns. Again, as proposed the Township of 
Lyndhurst cannot support the proposed plan. Rather than separating this project into two 
projects, Lyndhurst supports immediate remedial action in the full 17 miles of the LPRSA. We 
look forward to your reply. 



Sincerely, 

~JS~ 
Robert B. Giangeruso 
Mayor 
Township of Lyndhurst 

cc: Township of Lyndhurst Commissioners 
Congressman Bill Pascrell 
Senator Paul Sarlo 
Assemblywoman Marlene Cm·ide 
Assemblyman Gary Schaer 
Governor Chris Christie 
Commissioner Bob Martin, NJDEP 
US Senator Robert Menendez 
US Senator Cory Booker 
Congressman Albio Sires 
Congressman Donald Payne 
Bergen County Executive Kathleen Donovan 
Gina McCarthy, EPA Administrator 
Judith Enk, EPA, Region 2 
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Yeh, Alice

From: Amelia Jarvis <AmeliaJ@lyndhurstnj.org>

Sent: Wednesday, August 13, 2014 11:05 AM

To: Region2 PassaicLower8MileComments

Subject: FW:  Letter of concern/EPA's proposal plan

Attachments: doc00548320140813110224.pdf

 

From: Amelia Jarvis  

Sent: Wednesday, August 13, 2014 11:04 AM 
To: 'PassaicLower8MileComments.Region2@epa.gov' 

Subject: Letter of concern/EPA's proposal plan 

 

Ms. Yeh, 

 

Please find a letter /email submission from the Township of Lyndhurst; pertaining to the above 

subject.  Mayor Giangeruso and the Lyndhurst Board of Commissioners appreciate the 

opportunity  for comments and concerns.    We look forward to your reply. 
 
 
Amelia Jarvis 
Administrative Assistant to Mayor Robert B. Giangeruso 
Township of Lyndhurst 
367 Valley Brook Avenue 
Lyndhurst, New Jersey  07071 
201-804.2457  Ext 2684/2685 
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Yeh, Alice

From: Michele Gillies <canucksintrees@yahoo.com>

Sent: Wednesday, August 20, 2014 7:34 PM

To: Region2 PassaicLower8MileComments

Subject: Public Comment on Passaic clean up plan

Thank you for the opportunity to voice my opinion.  I have attended several of your meetings and also volunteer 

with Hackensack Riverkeeper through whom I have participated in several river clean-ups of the Passaic 

River.  My office is located on the Passaic and I attend crew meets for Nutley H.S. on the river as well. 

 

  

I would strongly urge choosing the most complete removal of all contaminants and the proper disposal of same 

(out of the river) for the following reasons: 

  

-          Based on my own life experience, I have found that a “partial” job to save time and 

money always comes back to bite you on the…toxic sludge; 

-          I do not “trust” that there will be sufficient funds to maintain a cap of the most toxic 

contaminants that are left…in perpetuity, and if it has to be redone, will there be enough money or will 

the taxpayers have to bear the burden of the cost? 

-          Since we cannot see what lies ahead, I have many concerns as to the long term effects of leaving 

the most toxic contaminants capped where they lie…for one thing, even the EPA has put out literature 

that there is a real possibility of more earthquakes in New Jersey’s future; 

-          There will be a great disruption of the wildlife habitat, local use of the river and other things 

impacting local riverside communities for several years – what if we have to do this again if a partial 

clean-up is not the right choice?  One and done! 

-          And finally, the most responsible thing to do for New Jersey and the planet, would be to 

RESTORE the Passaic to how it was before greedy persons with a reckless disregard for our natural 

resources, and the health and safety of New Jersey’s wildlife and, most importantly, YOU AND ME, 

trashed it…with no toxic contaminants! 

  

Wikipedia said “[the lower 8 miles of the river] is considered one of the most polluted stretches of water in the 

nation”.  It defies logic that any reasonable person would not want this cancer completely removed. 

  

The EPA is the cavalry here.  PLEASE, please do what needs to be done and do not let these polluters get away 

on the cheap.  

  

Thank you for your time, 

Michele Gillies 
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Yeh, Alice

From: Conserve <jonathan@jaffecom.com>

Sent: Saturday, August 02, 2014 2:25 PM

To: Region2 PassaicLower8MileComments

Cc: jonathan@jaffecom.com

Subject: Help Save the Lower Passaic  - Email to EPA

Ms. Alice Yeh 

Remedial Project Manager, EPA 

290 Broadway, 19th floor 

New York, NY 10007-1866 

Dear Ms. Yeh, 

The EPA should more seriously review and consider other alternatives to its proposed 4.3 million cubic yard 

“bank to bank” dredge, such as a targeted “Sustainable Remedy” that would clean the entire River faster, with 

results comparable to those promised by the EPA’s bank-to-bank proposal and with reduced impact on the host 

communities. 

Thank you. 

Lisa Ginther 

lisaginther@verizon.net 

20 Fisher Place 

Yardville 

NJ 

08620 



MRCDC 
149 Springfield Avenue 
Newark, New Jersey 07102 

August 8, 2014 

Alice Y eh, Remedial Project Manager 
Environmental Protection Agency 
290 Broadway, 19th Floor 
New York, New York 10007-1866 

Dear Ms. Yeh: 

As Chairman of the Metropolitan Reassertion Community Development Corporation, I write to you on 
behalf of our 3,500 members to request you consider a remedy for the Lower Passaic River that not only 
involves projects th"at revitalize areas outside of the River, but also minimizes impacts on Newark 
residents, quickly reduces risk to human and ecology and provides much needed jobs for members in our 
community. 

For example, let me share with you some exciting details about the new veterans employment and skills 
training program that we are developing in the City ofNewark. 

This one-year pilot prograin was developed as a cooperative effort between Rutgers University and 
MRCDC. Under the direction of experts from Rutgers Cooperative Extension, the program is providing 
training to 15 local veterans in landscape management techniques through in-class lectures and hands-on 
field experience. The veterans training center is located in the Central Ward of the City of Newark in a 
building owned by our organization. 

This program is already paying dividends to previously unemployed veterans and members of the 
Metropolitan Baptist Church. 

Since the inception of the program, our veteran trainees have transformed a Newark-owned vacant lot into 
a new community garden. Veterans have trained and improved the grounds of various locations across 
Essex County including: Branch Brook Park, Brookdale Park, Presby Iris Gardens, and East Orange 
Veterans Affairs Hospital. Produce from the community garden and on-site facilities will be donated to 
the MRCDC's food bank. 

While we cannot speak to the technical aspects of EPA's proposed plan to dredge and cap the lower 8 
miles of the River, we believe that another remedy exists that fits the Agency's criteria. We believe that 
the Sustainable Remedy will be less intrusive, take less time than the alternatives and support it because it 
include projects - like the one we've developed in the City of Newark- that can benefit both the River 
watershed and our communities. · 

We respectfully request that you consider the Sustainable Remedy prior to the selection of a remedy for 
the Lower Passaic River. 

Chairman Metropolitan Reassertion Community Development Corporation 
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Yeh, Alice

From: Donald Harris <dlh1226519@gmail.com>

Sent: Monday, August 18, 2014 1:21 PM

To: Yeh, Alice

Subject: Emailing MRCDC letter - August 8-1.pdf

Attachments: MRCDC letter - August 8-1.pdf

Forwarded herewith, Is the Letter of Support,  from MRCDC.  
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Yeh, Alice

From: Conserve <jonathan@jaffecom.com>

Sent: Friday, August 01, 2014 8:41 PM

To: Region2 PassaicLower8MileComments

Cc: jonathan@jaffecom.com

Subject: Help Save the Lower Passaic  - Email to EPA

Ms. Alice Yeh 

Remedial Project Manager, EPA 

290 Broadway, 19th floor 

New York, NY 10007-1866 

Dear Ms. Yeh, 

The EPA should more seriously review and consider other alternatives to its proposed 4.3 million cubic yard 

“bank to bank” dredge, such as a targeted “Sustainable Remedy” that would clean the entire River faster, with 

results comparable to those promised by the EPA’s bank-to-bank proposal and with reduced impact on the host 

communities. 

Thank you. 

Cynthia Grossano 

cinkras@optonline.net 

12 Robin St. 

Rockaway 

NJ 

07866 



To: The Environmental Protection Administration 

Fr: Harris 

Re: The FFS Plan for Passaic River 

Date: May 5, 2014 

The United States is the dominant economic engine and military force in the world. The 

American economic engine has generated massive wealth, high standards of living, and 

consumerism. This growth engines has also generated waste, pollution, and ecological 

destruction. Our government has some of the best environmental laws in the world. However, 

in the real world, many urban areas, such as Newark, New Jersey, has not benefitted from 

these laws. tis documented that Newark, New Jersey, the nation's third oldest city, may have 

more than 1 Brownfield sites. 

The residents of Newark, New Jersey, continue to be the victims of Environmental Racism, in 

the form Institutional Discrimination. Institutional Discrimination is defined as {/actions or 

practices carried out by members of dominant (racial or ethnic) groups that have differential 

and or negative impact on a member of subordinate groups. 

This form of racism buttressed by the 

waterways and rivers. 

its resources, such as its land, 

The day-to-day struggles confronting Newark, New Jersey's residents, is only exceeded by, the 

indifference demonstrated towards those who reside West of Broad Street. 

The Environmental Protection Administration, defines environmental justice as the {/fair 

treatment and meaningful involvement of all people regardless of race, color, national origin, or 

income with respect to the development, implementation, and enforcement of environmental 

laws, regulations, and policies. Well this sounds great. But, the recently released FFS Plan, does 

not put into practice, this Policy. 

From my view point, the proposed$ 1.7 billion dean-up plan, is absent of: a meaningful 

"Big Brother" and a small group of vested-interest groups members, 
If is good for the real 



Centered Betterments related to the proposed FFS Plan; no off River landscape improvements 

to the surrounding areas; no meaningful emerging and small business development 

opportunities, for Newark, New Jersey; no indications of improved health and wellness ( many 

of the residents of the City, suffer from high levels of illnesses that may be traced back to the 

current environmental conditions of the River); programs for the residents of Newark, New 

Jersey; and no sustainable employment programs .. 

There is a real and pressing need, to have a more community-centered approach to the 

cleaning-up of the River. An approach that will promote: resident health and well ness; 

Sustainable socioeconomic resident opportunities; human capital development ventures, 

meaningful wealth creation strategies, etc. 

The proposed FFS Plan, as outlined does not embrace any of these and other community

centered benefits. 

The proposed FFS Plan will continue to economically enrich a few mainstream companies from 

outside of the City-limits, while leaving Newark, New Jersey residents in a more disadvantaged 

state. 

All of which will continue to have a " Double-Burden" effect of increased levels of poverty and a 

disproportionate exposure to health impacting pollution conditions, o the residents. 

Thank you, 

Donald Harris 
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Yeh, Alice

From: Yeh, Alice

Sent: Friday, May 23, 2014 10:37 AM

To: Region2 PassaicLower8MileComments

Subject: FW: Expanding opportunities for greater Newark, NJ, residents participation in the 

Passaic River, discussion making process.

 

 

From: Donald Harris [mailto:dlh1226519@gmail.com]  

Sent: Sunday, May 11, 2014 8:27 AM 

To: Yeh, Alice 

Subject: Expanding opportunities for greater Newark, NJ, residents participation in the Passaic River, discussion making 

process. 

 

Ms. Yeh: 

As stated during  EPA's FFS Hearing ( the conversation you and I had, pre formal Presentation, and during the 

break), there are well founded reasons, too expand the out- 

reach process, beyond Broad Street.  

In July 1996, the " Federal Interagency Working Group"(the  Working Group on Brownfields) was   established 

as a forum for federal agencies to exchange information on  Brownfields activities and to develop a coordinated 

national agenda for addressing issues related to  Brownfields. 

No where in the recently released F FS Plan, was there any mention of a coordinated effort, too involve other 

federal agencies, in the Passaic River clean-up plans. Nor was there any mention of the Federal Work Group, 

indicated above.  

Newark, NJ, with many of the same economic, political, and social challenges, which impact other urban 

centers, could benefit greatly, from such a coordinated effort.  

The inclusion of other related federal agencies, in the Passaic River clean-up, would offer a community-

centered , approach to the proposed FFS. 

Newark, NJ,  has one of the highest unemployment rates in the region,  and an even higher level amongst it's 

youth.  

Utilizing, the clean-up of the Passaic River, as a comprehensive community, and economic development tool, is 

much needed. And most certainly be more sustainable, in both the short and long term.   

The projected cost for cleaning up the River, is estimated to be between 1.7-5.0 billion dollars, over the next 7-

20 years. If used in a more community/human development mode, would enhance life outcomes, for current and 

future residents of the City,  State, andRegion. 

Expanding EPA's outreach plan, too include greater African American and Latino participation, is Mandated. 

As such, I would like to recommend the following: 

   *. Include  more African American and Latino participation/membership ,in the CAG; 

   *. Conducting  official Hearings, at  Essex County College, a location that is acceptable, and accessible to all 

of the City's residents; 

   *. Developing and distributing youth-centeted literature, at every level of the community, including schools, 

churches, community centers, etc.;and 

   *. Briefing the City's Clergy; 

   *. Embrace/sponsoring a major and sustainable youth development and small business creation program.  

I welcome the opportunity to elevating our emails, too a working relationship (discussions). 
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Donald 
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Yeh, Alice

From: Conserve <jonathan@jaffecom.com>

Sent: Wednesday, August 13, 2014 12:29 AM

To: Region2 PassaicLower8MileComments

Cc: jonathan@jaffecom.com

Subject: Help Save the Lower Passaic  - Email to EPA

Ms. Alice Yeh 

Remedial Project Manager, EPA 

290 Broadway, 19th floor 

New York, NY 10007-1866 

Dear Ms. Yeh, 

The EPA should more seriously review and consider other alternatives to its proposed 4.3 million cubic yard 

“bank to bank” dredge, such as a targeted “Sustainable Remedy” that would clean the entire River faster, with 

results comparable to those promised by the EPA’s bank-to-bank proposal and with reduced impact on the host 

communities. 

Thank you. 

Donald Harris 

dlh1226519@gmail.com 

P.O.Box 1725 

Plainfield 

NJ 

07061 

908-644-6840 
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Yeh, Alice

From: Donald Harris <dlh1226519@gmail.com>

Sent: Sunday, August 17, 2014 6:15 PM

To: Yeh, Alice

Subject: My letter, relative to the EPA'S FFS Plan, for the proposed cleaning up of the Passaic 

River.

Attachments: download-1408313449140.docx

 



                                                                          Donald L. Harris 

                                                                            P.O. Box 1724 

                                                                     Plainfield, New Jersey 

                                                                                    07061 

 

 

Alice Yeh, Remedial Project Manager 

Environmental Protection Agency 

290 Broadway, 19th Fl. 

New York, New York-10007-1866 

 

Dear Ms. Yen: 

The present critical economic conditions of many if not all of the municipal governments along the 

Passaic River has resulted in changes how their governments are planning the future of their 

communities.  Many economist has asserted that urban revitalization will buttress socioeconomic and 

improved life enhancing outcomes of urban stakeholders. Thus, urban revitalization through cleaning up 

its waterways and related redevelopment projects will stimulate sustainable and more meaningful 

employment opportunities for emerging and small business growth, development, and   utilization.  

Which is critical to their economic recovery. 

As such, EPA’s FFS Plan for the Passaic River, coupled with a more Community-Centered approach to 

greater Stakeholder participation in all phases of the Passaic River clean-up Plan, would enhance these 

regional socioeconomic outcomes of current and future. 

The EPA has a unique opportunity to replace its outdated approach to Brownfields clean-up programs, 

by adopting a more Community- Centered approach to the cleaning –up of the Passaic River.  One that 

promotes environmental justice as “the fair and respectful treatment, and meaningful involvement of 

the Stakeholders, who live along the River regardless of race, color, national origin, or income”. 

The FFS Plan for the Passaic River, does not promote fairness, nor benefit the life outs of the 

Stakeholders, who live along the River. 

Urban  Professionals and other Planners have long associated redevelopment projects as key to 

stimulating and promoting sustainable and more meaningful employment opportunities, smart growth , 

as well as a way of assisting local governments along the Passaic River, to overcome their current 

financial conditions caused mainly by the national governments, recent banking policies. 

It is my impression, from reading the FFS Plan, that, it is in general conflict with the needs, wants and 

interests of every Stakeholder along the Passaic River. It ignore or overlook the needs and interests of 

every segment of the Stakeholder Community, nor does it promote environmental justice. 



It is not too late to correct your Plan, which continues to disregard the Stakeholder Community.  The 

EPA, can take a more Community-Centered approach to the Passaic River clean-up by adopting or 

including major elements of the Sustainable Remedy for the Lower Passaic River’s Plan in your approach, 

to the Passaic River clean-Up. 

 

Respectfully, 

 

Donald Harris 
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Yeh, Alice

From: Conserve <jonathan@jaffecom.com>

Sent: Monday, July 28, 2014 4:44 PM

To: Region2 PassaicLower8MileComments

Cc: jonathan@jaffecom.com

Subject: Help Save the Lower Passaic  - Email to EPA

Ms. Alice Yeh 

Remedial Project Manager, EPA 

290 Broadway, 19th floor 

New York, NY 10007-1866 

Dear Ms. Yeh, 

The EPA should more seriously review and consider other alternatives to its proposed 4.3 million cubic yard 

“bank to bank” dredge, such as a targeted “Sustainable Remedy” that would clean the entire River faster, with 

results comparable to those promised by the EPA’s bank-to-bank proposal and with reduced impact on the host 

communities. 

Thank you. 

Carol Harrison 

carolnews@verizon.net 

101 Summit avenue 

Montclair 

NJ 

07043 

(973) 567-1901 



TESTIMONY 

OF 

CHRISTIAN HARTMAN 

ASSIST ANT VICE PRES I DENT 

NEW JERSEY ALLIANCE FOR ACTION 

PRESENTED TO 

NEW JERSEY ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 

ON 

WEDNESDAY,MAY21, 4 



Statement for EPA Public Hearing on Lower Passaic River 

Christian G. Hartman, Assistant Vice President, New Jersey Alliance for Action 

The New Jersey Alliance for Action is a non-profit, non-partisan statewide coalition of 

more than 2,500 business, labor, professional, academic and government leaders. The 

Alliance is an advocate of investment in infrastructure for New Jersey's economy, 

environment and quality of life. Since our creation in 197 4, we have worked closely with 

each New Jersey Governor, the Cabinet, the Legislature and local government as well 

as our members to create funding and secure permits for road, bridge and rail 

improvements, water projects, school construction, aviation enhancements, shore 

preservation, business expansion and other key infrastructure investments. 

In March of 2013, The New Jersey Alliance for Action formally announced our support 

for the Sustainable Remedy Proposal in a letter to the U.S. Environmental Protection 

Agency. The Sustainable Remedy will utilize adaptive management to ensure that 

initial goals set by the EPA would be met for reducing risk to humans and ecology in the 

River. 

We again ask the EPA to consider the Sustainable Remedy approach that has been 

proposed by the Lower Passaic River Cooperating Parties Group. This approach will: 

• Minimize impacts to the business community and residents 

• Allow for the highest level of surface sediment to be cleaned up and capped in 

5 years. 

• Bring new green infrastructure projects and employment to individuals in New 

• most highly contaminated sediment would be removed from the River a 

quicker time period. 
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Yeh, Alice

From: Conserve <jonathan@jaffecom.com>

Sent: Tuesday, August 19, 2014 3:08 PM

To: Region2 PassaicLower8MileComments

Cc: jonathan@jaffecom.com

Subject: Help Save the Lower Passaic  - Email to EPA

Ms. Alice Yeh 

Remedial Project Manager, EPA 

290 Broadway, 19th floor 

New York, NY 10007-1866 

Dear Ms. Yeh, 

The EPA should more seriously review and consider other alternatives to its proposed 4.3 million cubic yard 

“bank to bank” dredge, such as a targeted “Sustainable Remedy” that would clean the entire River faster, with 

results comparable to those promised by the EPA’s bank-to-bank proposal and with reduced impact on the host 

communities. 

Thank you. 

Susan P. Hart 

arnsue51@aol.com 

51 Vineyard Court 

Monroe 

NJ 

08850 

609-860-1080 
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Yeh, Alice

From: Alan Harwick <alan@harwicklaw.com>

Sent: Monday, August 11, 2014 11:17 AM

To: Region2 PassaicLower8MileComments

Subject: Please support and adopt alternative 2

The entire Passaic River region deserves a cleanup as outlines in Alternative 2 to bring this once vibrant area 

back to life.  Please adopt Alternative 2.   

 

Sent from my iPhone 
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Yeh, Alice

From: Conserve <jonathan@jaffecom.com>

Sent: Thursday, August 07, 2014 1:58 PM

To: Region2 PassaicLower8MileComments

Cc: jonathan@jaffecom.com

Subject: Help Save the Lower Passaic  - Email to EPA

Ms. Alice Yeh 

Remedial Project Manager, EPA 

290 Broadway, 19th floor 

New York, NY 10007-1866 

Dear Ms. Yeh, 

The EPA should more seriously review and consider other alternatives to its proposed 4.3 million cubic yard 

“bank to bank” dredge, such as a targeted “Sustainable Remedy” that would clean the entire River faster, with 

results comparable to those promised by the EPA’s bank-to-bank proposal and with reduced impact on the host 

communities. 

Thank you. 

Bill Healey 

wrh2@nyu.edu 

49 Pony Lane 

Flemington 

NJ 

08822 

908-334-7229 
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Yeh, Alice

From: Robert Fabricant <bobfabricant@aol.com>

Sent: Wednesday, August 20, 2014 2:23 PM

To: Region2 PassaicLower8MileComments

Cc: bob fabricant

Subject: Substitute Comments for Volcano Partners

Attachments: Volcano Partners Passaic PRAP Comments 8-20-14.pdf

Please substitute my earlier submission with the attached pdf.  The earlier version contained several mark ups 

not intended for filing. Thank you. Bob Fabricant (Volcano Partners) 908 370-8063 

 



	  

	  VOLCANO PARTNERS LLC	  

            Empire State Building, 350 Fifth Avenue, Suite 5310, NY, NY 10118 

	  

August	  20,	  2014	  

	  
Ms.	  Alice	  Yeh	  
Remedial	  Project	  Manager	  
Environmental	  Protection	  Agency	  
290	  Broadway,	  19th	  Floor	  
New	  York,	  New	  York	  10007-‐1866	  
PassaicLower8MileComments.Region2@epa.gov	  
	  
VIA	  ELECTRONIC	  MAIL	  
	  
	  
Re:	  Comments	  to	  United	  States	  Environmental	  Protection	  Agency	  Regarding	  the	  Proposed	  Plan	  for	  the	  
Lower	  Passaic	  River	  Superfund	  Site	  
	  

Dear	  Ms.	  Yeh:	  

Please	  find	  below	  Volcano	  Partners,	  LLC	  (Volcano	  Partners)	  comments	  on	  the	  Superfund	  Proposed	  Plan	  

for	  the	  Lower	  Eight	  Miles	  of	  the	  Lower	  Passaic	  River,	  Part	  of	  the	  Diamond	  Alkali	  Superfund	  Site,	  Essex	  
and	  Hudson	  Counties,	  New	  Jersey	  (PRAP)	  published	  by	  the	  United	  States	  Environmental	  Protection	  
Agency	  (EPA),	  Region	  2	  	  -‐	  April	  2014.	  

Volcano	  Partners	  commends	  EPA’s	  determination	  that	  local	  decontamination	  treatment	  technologies	  
with	  beneficial	  reuse,	  such	  as	  Cement-‐Lock	  technology,	  are	  technically	  viable	  options	  that	  can	  

minimize	  project	  impacts	  and	  generate	  beneficial	  uses	  for	  the	  highly	  contaminated	  sediments	  at	  the	  

site.	  	  	  	  Although	  EPA’s	  preferred	  alternative	  is	  out-‐of-‐region	  incineration	  with	  long-‐haul	  transport	  for	  the	  
most	  contaminated	  dredged	  material	  at	  the	  site	  (projected	  10	  percent	  of	  the	  total	  dredged	  material),	  
Volcano	  Partners	  is	  actively	  working	  to	  secure	  a	  regional	  site	  and	  the	  approvals	  necessary	  to	  construct	  

and	  operate	  a	  facility	  with	  a	  capacity	  to	  handle	  the	  volumes	  identified	  by	  EPA	  for	  out-‐of-‐region	  
incineration.	  	  	  Consistent	  with	  the	  PRAP,	  we	  support	  EPA’s	  adoption	  of	  the	  preferred	  option	  in	  the	  
Record	  of	  Decision	  (ROD)	  provided	  that	  viable	  treatment	  alternatives	  to	  out-‐of-‐region	  incineration	  (e.g.,	  
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Cement-‐Lock)	  will	  have	  the	  opportunity	  to	  demonstrate	  site(s)	  control	  and	  other	  approvals	  necessary	  

to	  construct	  and	  operate	  a	  facility	  during	  the	  remedial	  design	  phase.	  	  As	  EPA	  instructed	  in	  the	  PRAP:	  
“one	  or	  more	  vendors	  might	  succeed	  in	  demonstrating	  that	  their	  technology	  could	  decontaminate	  
Lower	  Passaic	  River	  sediments	  and	  might	  be	  able	  to	  site	  and	  construct	  a	  decontamination	  technology	  

facility	  in	  the	  New	  York-‐New	  Jersey	  Harbor	  Estuary.	  	  Should	  this	  happen	  during	  the	  remedy	  design	  
phase,	  EPA	  could	  modify	  the	  selected	  remedy	  through	  a	  ROD	  amendment	  or	  Explanation	  of	  Significant	  
Differences	  in	  such	  a	  way	  as	  to	  allow	  for	  local	  decontamination	  and	  beneficial	  use	  (DMM	  Scenario	  C)	  of	  

all	  or	  a	  portion	  of	  the	  sediment.”	  

As	  discussed	  in	  more	  detail	  below,	  we	  have	  made	  advances	  in	  design,	  siting	  and	  permitting	  the	  Cement-‐
Lock	  manufacturing	  facility	  in	  the	  New	  York-‐New	  Jersey	  Harbor	  Estuary.	  	  Furthermore,	  Cement-‐lock	  

technology	  meets	  the	  evaluation	  criteria	  of	  the	  Focused	  Feasibility	  Study	  (FFS)	  and	  PRAP	  and	  would	  be	  
an	  effective	  and	  cost-‐competitive	  treatment	  alternative	  for	  inclusion	  in	  the	  ROD.	  

I.	   Volcano	  Partners	  supports	  EPA’s	  adoption	  of	  the	  preferred	  option	  in	  the	  ROD	  provided	  that	  

viable	  treatment	  alternatives	  to	  out-‐of-‐region	  incineration	  will	  have	  the	  opportunity	  to	  
demonstrate	  site	  control	  and	  other	  approvals	  necessary	  to	  construct	  and	  operate	  a	  facility	  
during	  the	  remedial	  design	  phase	  

Volcano	  Partners	  is	  the	  owner	  of	  the	  patented	  Cement-‐Lock	  manufacturing	  process.	  	  Cement-‐Lock	  

uses	  a	  high	  temperature	  thermo-‐chemical	  process	  that	  effectively	  destroys	  organic	  contaminants	  in	  
dredged	  sediments,	  including	  dioxin/furans,	  pesticides,	  petroleum	  aromatic	  hydrocarbons	  (PAHs)	  and	  

polychlorinated	  biphenyls	  (PCBs),	  and	  immobilizes	  any	  remaining	  metals	  in	  a	  beneficial	  use	  product,	  
Ecomelt,	  that	  serves	  as	  a	  substitute	  for	  portland	  cement	  in	  the	  production	  of	  concrete.	  	  The	  Cement-‐

Lock	  manufacturing	  facility	  also	  captures	  waste	  heat	  from	  the	  manufacturing	  process	  to	  generate	  

electricity	  for	  use	  by	  the	  facility	  and	  for	  export	  to	  the	  grid.	  	  

The	  EPA	  successfully	  demonstrated	  the	  ability	  of	  the	  Cement-‐Lock	  process	  to	  create	  Ecomelt	  in	  

2007.	  	  	  	  Since	  the	  completion	  of	  the	  demonstration	  program,	  the	  facility	  and	  process	  designs	  have	  been	  
advanced	  by	  Foster	  Wheeler	  Corporation	  (Foster	  Wheeler).	  	  Cement-‐Lock	  technology	  is	  now	  ready	  for	  

commercialization.	  	  Volcano	  Partners	  has	  identified	  several	  viable	  sites	  in	  the	  New	  York-‐New	  Jersey	  

Harbor	  Estuary	  and	  has	  commenced	  pre-‐permitting	  discussions	  with	  state	  agencies.	  The	  projected	  
permitting	  timeline	  is	  6	  to	  9	  months.	  	  Final	  design	  and	  construction	  for	  the	  proposed	  plant	  is	  projected	  
to	  require	  18	  months.	  	  With	  some	  overlap	  between	  permitting	  and	  final	  design,	  the	  timeline	  from	  start	  

to	  operational	  readiness	  is	  estimated	  by	  Foster	  Wheeler	  at	  24	  months.	  	  	  

The	  contaminants	  of	  concern	  (COCs)	  to	  human	  and	  ecological	  health	  in	  the	  sediments	  at	  the	  Lower	  
Passaic	  River	  Superfund	  Site	  include	  dioxins	  and	  furans,	  PCBs,	  PAHs,	  pesticides,	  mercury,	  lead	  and	  
copper.	  	  The	  Cement-‐Lock	  manufacturing	  process	  would	  effectively	  destroy,	  immobilize	  in	  a	  beneficial	  

use	  product,	  or	  capture	  in	  air	  pollution	  control	  (APC)	  equipment	  any	  and	  all	  of	  these	  identified	  COCs.	  

Finally,	  as	  discussed	  in	  more	  detail	  below,	  the	  use	  of	  the	  Cement-‐Lock	  manufacturing	  process	  would	  

have	  additional	  benefits	  when	  compared	  to	  other	  treatment	  options	  reviewed	  by	  EPA	  in	  the	  PRAP	  and	  
advance	  EPA	  objectives	  of	  promoting	  beneficial	  use,	  providing	  local	  jobs	  and	  reducing	  direct	  and	  
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ancillary	  impacts	  of	  the	  remedy	  to	  local	  and	  out-‐of-‐state	  communities.	  	  For	  example,	  by	  centralizing	  
processing,	  dewatering	  and	  treatment	  into	  a	  single	  location,	  the	  use	  of	  the	  Cement-‐Lock	  

manufacturing	  process	  would	  dramatically	  reduce	  the	  number	  of	  truck	  trips	  required	  by	  the	  use	  of	  
DMM	  Scenario	  B	  by	  eliminating	  the	  transport	  of	  1)	  the	  filter	  cake	  material	  by	  truck	  to	  a	  transfer	  facility	  

and	  2)	  treated	  sediment	  plus	  treatment	  process	  waste	  materials	  to	  a	  landfill.	  	  

II.	   Cement-‐Lock 	  Manufacturing	  Technology	  Delivers	  Sustainable,	  Integrated,	  Cost-‐Effective	  

Sediment	  Management	  

The	  Cement-‐Lock	  manufacturing	  technology	  is	  a	  sustainable,	  integrated,	  cost-‐effective	  sediment	  

management	  system	  that	  supports	  Remedial	  Action	  Objectives	  (RAOs)	  for	  the	  Lower	  Passaic	  River	  

Superfund	  Site	  and	  USEPA	  guidance	  supporting	  the	  use	  of	  innovative,	  sustainable	  technology.	  EPA	  
guidance1	  urges	  project	  managers	  to	  utilize	  innovative	  technology	  when	  such	  technology	  offers	  the	  
potential	  for	  comparable	  or	  superior	  treatment	  performance	  or	  implementability,	  fewer	  or	  lesser	  

adverse	  impacts	  than	  other	  available	  approaches,	  or	  lower	  costs	  for	  similar	  levels	  of	  performance	  than	  
demonstrated	  technologies.	  Additionally,	  in	  the	  course	  of	  manufacturing	  products	  for	  which	  there	  is	  a	  
market	  demand,	  the	  Cement-‐Lock	  process	  meets	  state	  and	  federal	  treatment	  criteria	  for	  PCBs	  and	  

dioxins/furans.	  

Under	  this	  technology	  option,	  the	  dredged	  material	  would	  be	  screened,	  dewatered	  and	  processed	  at	  a	  
single	  site	  located	  in	  New	  York-‐New	  Jersey	  Harbor	  Estuary.	  Sediment	  would	  be	  offloaded	  from	  barges	  

and	  mechanically	  screened	  for	  debris	  and	  oversized	  material.	  	  Debris	  would	  be	  washed	  and	  disposed	  in	  
a	  landfill.	  	  Screened	  sediment	  would	  be	  run	  through	  hydrocyclones	  to	  remove	  sand	  for	  recycling.	  	  The	  
fine	  material	  would	  be	  dewatered	  using	  filter	  presses.	  	  Ecomelt	  would	  be	  manufactured	  from	  the	  

resulting	  “filter	  cake”.	  	  Finally,	  the	  Cement-‐Lock	  manufacturing	  facility	  captures	  waste	  heat	  from	  the	  

manufacturing	  process	  to	  generate	  electricity	  for	  use	  by	  the	  facility	  and	  for	  export	  to	  the	  grid.	  

A. Summary	  of	  Cement-‐Lock	  Manufacturing	  Technology	  

Cement-‐Lock	  manufacturing	  technology	  is	  the	  first	  sustainable	  manufacturing	  process	  specifically	  

designed	  to	  produce	  a	  construction-‐grade,	  pozzolanic	  product	  from	  contaminated	  dredged	  sediments.	  
The	  technology	  consists	  of	  feeding	  a	  mixture	  of	  contaminated	  sediment	  and	  modifiers	  to	  a	  rotary	  kiln	  

melter	  that	  operates	  at	  temperatures	  of	  2400°	  to	  2600°	  F.	  	  During	  processing,	  the	  sediment-‐modifier	  
mixture	  is	  thermo-‐chemically	  transformed	  to	  a	  homogeneous,	  lava-‐like	  melt	  that	  encapsulates	  inorganic	  
contaminants	  (heavy	  metals).	  	  Organic	  contaminants	  are	  disassociated	  and	  destroyed	  at	  these	  elevated	  

temperatures.	  	  Inorganic	  contaminants	  present	  in	  the	  sediment	  are	  immobilized	  or	  “locked”	  within	  the	  
pozzolanic	  glassy	  product	  matrix.	  

Development	  of	  the	  process	  was	  initiated	  under	  a	  contract	  with	  the	  U.S.	  Department	  of	  Energy	  
Brookhaven	  National	  Laboratory	  (BNL)	  with	  funding	  through	  EPA	  Region	  2	  from	  the	  federal	  Water	  

Resources	  Development	  Act	  (WRDA)	  under	  the	  New	  York/New	  Jersey	  Harbor	  Sediment	  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
1	  	  United	  States	  Environmental	  Protection	  Agency.	   2005.	   Contaminated	  Sediment	  Remediation	  Guidance	  for	  
Hazardous	  Waste	  Sites.	   OSWER	  9355.0-‐85.	  
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Decontamination	  Program	  (1993-‐2010).	  	  Bench,	  pilot	  and	  demonstration-‐scale	  test	  programs	  were	  
conducted	  with	  funding	  from	  BNL	  as	  well	  as	  the	  Gas	  Research	  Institute	  (GRI).	  	  Additional	  support	  for	  the	  

demonstration	  program	  was	  provided	  by	  the	  New	  Jersey	  Department	  of	  Transportation,	  Office	  of	  
Maritime	  Resources	  (NJ-‐DOT/OMR)	  Sediment	  Decontamination	  Demonstration	  Program.	  	  

The	  demonstration-‐scale	  plant	  was	  constructed	  in	  2003	  at	  IMTT,	  Bayonne,	  New	  Jersey.	  A	  block	  flow	  
diagram	  of	  the	  process	  for	  the	  demonstration	  plant	  is	  presented	  in	  Figure	  1.	  	  Photos	  of	  the	  rotary	  kiln	  

and	  the	  overall	  plant	  are	  shown	  in	  Figures	  2	  and	  3,	  respectively.	  

	   	  
	  

	  
FIGURE	  1.	  	  Schematic	  diagram	  of	  Cement-‐Lock 	  demonstration	  plant.	  

	  

	  
	  	  	  

FIGURE	  2.	  	  Cement-‐Lock 	  demo	  rotary	  kiln	  	   	   FIGURE	  3.	  	  Cement-‐Lock 	  demo	  plant.	  
	  
The	  manufacturing	  process	  is	  specifically	  designed	  to	  use	  contaminated	  sediments	  as	  a	  feedstock	  or	  raw	  
material.	  	  After	  dewatering,	  contaminated	  sediments	  are	  processed	  into	  a	  homogenous	  “filter	  cake”.	  	  
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The	  patented	  technology	  then	  combines	  the	  filter	  cake	  with	  proprietary	  modifiers	  necessary	  for	  
production	  of	  a	  pozzolanic	  material.	  	  The	  mixture	  is	  then	  run	  through	  a	  high	  temperature	  manufacturing	  

process	  (slagging	  rotary	  kiln).	  	  This	  process	  produces	  a	  molten	  mixture	  that	  is	  then	  quickly	  quenched	  in	  a	  
water	  bath	  to	  create	  the	  beneficial	  use	  product	  -‐	  Ecomelt.	  	  	  

The	  primary	  beneficial	  use	  product	  is	  a	  glassy,	  pozzolanic	  material,	  which	  when	  dried	  and	  finely	  ground,	  

can	  be	  used	  as	  a	  partial	  replacement	  for	  portland	  cement	  in	  the	  production	  of	  concrete.	  	  	  

The	  high	  temperature	  (2400°	  to	  2600°F)	  involved	  in	  the	  manufacturing	  process	  has	  the	  benefit	  of	  
destroying	  organic	  contaminants	  present	  in	  the	  feedstock.	  	  	  This	  thermo-‐chemical	  manufacturing	  
process	  also	  effectively	  immobilizes	  inorganic	  contaminants,	  such	  as	  heavy	  metals,	  in	  the	  pozzolanic	  

matrix.	  	  	  

The	  process	  is	  a	  proprietary	  technology	  including	  the	  (i)	  slag	  modifiers,	  (ii)	  residence	  time,	  (iii)	  physical	  
arrangement	  and	  type	  of	  burners,	  and	  the	  temperature	  and	  turbulence.	  

B.	   Ecomelt	  Exceeds	  EPA	  Leachability	  Standards	  

As	  set	  forth	  in	  detail	  by	  the	  2008	  Report,2	  leaching	  tests	  conducted	  during	  the	  course	  of	  the	  
demonstration	  project	  confirmed	  that	  the	  product	  readily	  passed	  the	  EPA	  Toxicity	  Characteristic	  
Leaching	  Procedure	  (TCLP)	  criteria.	  	  The	  product	  can	  be	  blended	  with	  ordinary	  portland	  cement	  at	  a	  
40:60	  Ecomelt/portland	  cement	  weight	  ratio.	  	  The	  use	  is	  consistent	  with	  ASTM	  C	  595	  (Standard	  

Specification	  for	  Blended	  Hydraulic	  Cements)	  and	  confirmed	  by	  the	  demonstration	  project	  testing	  

results.	  

Metals	  in	  product	  samples	  exhibit	  very	  low	  leachability	  when	  subjected	  to	  the	  TCLP.	  The	  TCLP	  results	  
(Table	  1)	  show	  that	  none	  of	  the	  samples	  leached	  any	  of	  the	  priority	  metals	  above	  regulatory	  limits.	  	  
Most	  analyses	  were	  below	  detection	  limits	  for	  priority	  metals.	  	  	  

	   TABLE	  1.	  	  Results	  of	  TCLP	  tests	  for	  metals	  on	  Ecomelt 	  produced	  from	  the	  
	   Cement-‐Lock 	  demonstration	  plant	  with	  Passaic	  River	  sediment.	  
	  

Metal	  
TCLP	  
Limit,	  
mg/L	  

Average	  
Ecomelt ,	  

mg/L	  
As	   5	   0.5	  U	  
Ba	   100	   1	  U	  
Cd	   1	   0.0057	  
Cr	   5	   0.0108	  
Co	   -‐-‐*	   0.05	  U	  
Cu	   -‐-‐	   0.0475	  
Pb	   5	   0.5	  U	  
Mn	   -‐-‐	   0.070	  
Hg	   0.2	   0.0002	  U	  
Ni	   -‐-‐	   0.0533	  
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Se	   1	   0.5	  U	  
Ag	   5	   0.01	  U	  
Zn	   -‐-‐	   0.282	  

*	  Not	  a	  TCLP	  priority	  metal.	  
**	  U	  =	  below	  the	  analytical	  detection	  limit.	  

	  

C.	   Ecomelt	  Exceeds	  ASTM	  Compression	  Strength	  and	  Flex	  Standards	  

Tests	  were	  also	  conducted	  on	  a	  sample	  of	  the	  product	  from	  Passaic	  River	  sediment	  to	  evaluate	  its	  
performance	  as	  a	  partial	  replacement	  for	  portland	  cement	  in	  concrete.	  	  These	  tests	  were	  conducted	  by	  
the	  CTL-‐Group	  (Skokie,	  IL).	  	  Concrete	  specimens	  were	  prepared	  in	  which	  the	  product	  replaced	  40%	  of	  
the	  portland	  cement	  normally	  required.	  	  Specific	  tests	  were	  conducted	  on	  the	  concrete	  specimens.	  
	  
Major	  tests	  included	  compressive	  strength,	  flexural	  strength,	  drying	  shrinkage,	  freeze-‐thaw	  testing,	  
deicing-‐scaling,	  and	  chloride	  permeability.	  	  The	  compressive	  strength	  tests	  results	  (Table	  2)	  showed	  that	  
the	  final	  compressive	  strength	  results	  were	  the	  same	  as	  the	  Control	  Concrete	  (6,650	  psi)	  after	  28	  days	  of	  
curing.	  	  A	  concrete	  specimen	  set	  up	  for	  a	  flexural	  strength	  test	  is	  shown	  is	  Figure	  4.	  
	  
	   TABLE	  2.	  	  Results	  of	  compressive	  strength	  tests	  conducted	  on	  concrete	  samples	  
	   made	  with	  Ecomelt/portland	  (40:60	  wt	  %)	  blended	  cement	  and	  control	  concrete.	  
	  

Ecomelt/Portland	  
Blended	  Cement	  Concrete	  

Control	  Concrete	  

28-‐day	  Compressive	  Strength,	  psi	  (MPa)	  
6,650	  (45.85)	   6,650	  (45.85)	  

	  
	  

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   	  
	  

FIGURE	  4:	  	  Concrete	  specimen	  in	  place	  for	  flexural	  strength	  testing	  
	  
A	  demonstration	  of	  the	  beneficial	  use	  component	  was	  performed	  in	  2008.	  	  Product	  from	  Passaic	  River	  
sediment	  was	  ground	  to	  cement	  fineness	  (<50	  µm).	  	  The	  ground	  product	  was	  used	  as	  a	  partial	  
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replacement	  for	  Portland	  cement	  in	  a	  batch	  of	  concrete	  for	  a	  length	  of	  sidewalk	  (165	  feet	  long	  by	  6	  feet	  
wide)	  situated	  in	  a	  “high	  use”	  area	  of	  Montclair	  State	  University’s	  (MSU)	  campus,	  in	  Montclair,	  NJ.	  	  The	  
concrete	  has	  been	  monitored	  for	  evidence	  of	  wear,	  cracking,	  and	  spalling.	  	  This	  sidewalk	  is	  readily	  
available	  for	  inspection	  by	  the	  public.	  	  Figure	  5	  shows	  a	  sample	  of	  the	  glassy	  product	  (before	  grinding)	  
that	  was	  used	  in	  the	  demonstration	  test.	  	  Figure	  6	  shows	  the	  laying	  of	  the	  concrete	  sidewalk	  at	  MSU	  for	  
the	  demonstration	  test.	  	  Figure	  7	  shows	  the	  cured	  sidewalk	  at	  MSU.	  	  
	  
	  

	  
	  
FIGURE	  5:	  	  Ecomelt 	  Granules	  prior	  to	  grinding	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	   FIGURE	  6:	  	  Laying	  concrete	  at	  MSU	  
	  
	  

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   	  
	  

FIGURE	  7:	  	  Cured	  concrete	  at	  MSU	  
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III.	  	   Cement-‐Lock 	  Manufacturing	  Design	  Enhancements	  by	  Foster	  Wheeler	  Corporation	  
	  
As	  discussed	  above,	  the	  efficacy	  and	  feasibility	  of	  the	  manufacturing	  process	  was	  proved	  by	  the	  2007	  

demonstration	  project	  in	  Bayonne,	  NJ	  that	  produced	  the	  beneficial	  use	  product	  from	  approximately	  500	  
cubic	  yards	  of	  Passaic	  River	  sediment.	  	  	  The	  demonstration	  yielded	  considerable	  valuable	  operational	  data	  
that	  has	  been	  used	  to	  refine	  the	  engineering	  design	  for	  a	  commercial-‐scale	  manufacturing	  facility	  specifically	  

designed	  for	  the	  use	  of	  dredged	  sediments	  as	  a	  feedstock.	  	  	  	  

The	  Cement-‐Lock	  2007	  demonstration1	  identified	  a	  number	  of	  plant	  equipment-‐related	  challenges;	  

however,	  the	  production	  of	  Ecomelt	  and	  the	  results	  from	  performance	  testing	  of	  the	  product	  met	  or	  

exceeded	  design	  expectations.	  	  In	  part,	  these	  issues	  were	  the	  result	  of	  the	  adaptation	  of	  a	  rotary	  kiln	  
originally	  designed	  for	  non-‐slagging	  medical	  waste	  processing.	  	  The	  subsequent	  equipment	  modification	  

design	  study	  as	  part	  of	  the	  NJ-‐DOT/OMR	  project	  recommended	  modifications	  that	  were	  largely	  
implemented	  and	  tested.	  	  The	  recommendations	  of	  that	  study	  and	  test	  results	  have	  been	  incorporated	  
into	  the	  updated	  design.	  

Volcano	  Partners	  has	  assembled	  an	  engineering	  and	  environmental	  process	  team	  to	  evaluate	  the	  
changes	  and	  modifications	  to	  advance	  the	  process	  to	  a	  commercialization	  phase.	  	  Areas	  of	  enhancement	  
include	  (1)	  comprehensive	  design,	  (2)	  permitting,	  and	  (3)	  cost	  evaluation	  in	  support	  of	  a	  “project-‐based”	  

4.4-‐meter	  diameter	  rotary	  kiln	  operating	  at	  6-‐10	  tons	  per	  hour	  of	  feed	  sediment	  and	  modifiers.	  	  	  All	  
mechanical	  systems	  are	  commercially	  available	  and	  in	  widespread	  use	  worldwide.	  	  The	  permitting,	  
design	  and	  construction	  timeline	  for	  such	  a	  plant	  is	  projected	  at	  24	  months.	  

This	  section	  summarizes	  the	  key	  Foster	  Wheeler	  design	  developments	  since	  the	  IMTT	  demonstration,	  

including	  any	  engineering	  “fixes”	  to	  correct	  problems	  encountered	  in	  the	  demonstration	  project	  and	  
advances	  proposed	  in	  the	  Air	  Pollution	  Control	  (APC)	  equipment	  for	  the	  commercial-‐scale	  facility.	  

Front	  End	  Materials	  Handling	  –	  Contaminated	  dredged	  sediments	  will	  be	  delivered	  to	  a	  waterfront	  site	  
by	  barge.	  	  This	  material	  will	  be	  off-‐loaded	  by	  clamshell	  excavator	  and	  conveyed	  to	  the	  processing	  train.	  	  

All	  free	  carriage	  water	  will	  be	  pumped	  directly	  to	  a	  water	  treatment	  plant	  for	  processing	  prior	  to	  and	  
during	  sediment	  off-‐loading.	  	  The	  contractor	  responsible	  for	  materials	  management	  and	  dewatering	  will	  
conduct	  debris	  separation	  and	  dewatering	  to	  55	  -‐	  65	  percent	  solids	  content.	  	  The	  contractor	  will	  deliver	  

the	  dewatered	  sediment	  to	  the	  kiln	  site.	  Dry	  proprietary	  modifiers	  will	  be	  blended	  with	  the	  sediment	  
filter	  cake	  that	  will	  reduce	  the	  moisture	  content	  to	  35	  percent	  or	  less.	  	  

Slagging	  Rotary	  Kiln	  	  	  -‐	  The	  rotary	  kiln	  thermal	  processing	  technology	  provided	  by	  Foster	  Wheeler	  has	  
been	  used	  to	  treat	  a	  wide	  variety	  of	  contaminated	  soils,	  sediments,	  sludges,	  and	  debris.	  	  These	  kilns	  are	  

routinely	  operated	  in	  slagging	  mode	  to	  ensure	  that	  desorption,	  volatilization	  and	  required	  carbon	  
destruction	  of	  organic	  contaminants	  in	  the	  solids	  feed	  is	  achieved	  and	  maximized.	  	  The	  feed	  materials,	  
feed	  additives	  (slag	  modifiers),	  fuel(s)	  and	  oxygen	  content	  are	  carefully	  planned	  and	  regulated	  to	  control	  
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the	  slagging	  conditions	  in	  the	  kiln.	  	  The	  internal	  diameter	  and	  length	  of	  the	  kiln	  are	  carefully	  chosen	  to	  
stay	  within	  the	  proven	  limits	  for	  volumetric	  heat	  release,	  kiln	  gas	  velocity	  (to	  minimize	  fly	  ash	  carry-‐over	  

to	  the	  secondary	  combustion	  chamber	  (SCC)),	  solids	  filling	  factor,	  and	  residence	  time.	  	  Carefully	  
selecting	  these	  design	  features	  is	  important	  to	  ensure	  the	  feed	  sediment	  is	  heated	  thoroughly,	  to	  
completely	  volatilize	  organic	  contaminants	  that	  are	  then	  oxidized	  in	  the	  SCC.	  

The	  slagging	  rotary	  kiln	  thermal	  treatment	  technology,	  experience	  and	  know-‐how	  have	  been	  used	  for	  

more	  than	  25	  years	  by	  the	  Foster	  Wheeler	  team	  and	  its	  predecessor	  companies.	  	  Their	  rotary	  kiln	  
projects	  in	  North	  America	  date	  back	  to	  1986	  and	  include	  13	  designed,	  12	  built	  and	  operated,	  and	  9	  
currently	  operating,	  including	  several	  currently	  operating	  units	  that	  were	  designed	  and	  demonstrated	  to	  

meet	  six	  nines	  (99.9999+	  percent)	  Destruction	  and	  Removal	  Efficiency	  (DRE).	  	  A	  partial	  list	  of	  completed	  
rotary	  kiln	  thermal	  treatment	  projects	  is	  provided	  in	  Table	  3.	  	  	  

TABLE	  3.	  	  Sample	  of	  Relevant	  Foster	  Wheeler	  Rotary	  Kiln	  Experience	  
	  

Client	  &	  Location	   Rotary	  Kiln	  	   Start-‐
up	  	  

DRE,	  %	   Status	  

Dow	  Chemical,	  Midland,	  MI	   4.4	  m	  ø	  x	  12	  m	  L	   2002	   99.99+	   In	  operation	  
Chem	  Security,	  Ltd.	  Treatment	  
Center,	  Swan	  Hills,	  Alberta,	  
Canada	  (SHTC)	  

4.4	  m	  ø	  x	  12	  m	  L	   1993	   99.9999+	   In	  operation	  

APTUS,	  Tooele	  County,	  UT	   4.4	  m	  ø	  x	  12	  m	  L	   1991	   99.9999+	   Owned	  by	  Clean	  
Harbors	  (in	  operation)	  

Rollins	  Environmental	  Services,	  
Deer	  Park,	  TX	  

4.4	  m	  ø	  x	  12	  m	  L	   1988	   99.99+	   Owned	  by	  Clean	  
Harbors	  (in	  operation)	  

Pyrochem,	  Inc.,	  Coffeyville,	  KS	   3.6	  m	  ø	  x	  10	  m	  L	   1986	   99.9999+	   APTUS-‐Laidlaw	  (shut	  
down	  in	  1999)	  

	  

Feed	  System	  	  -‐-‐	  The	  dewatered	  sediments	  that	  have	  been	  mixed	  with	  modifiers	  are	  placed	  in	  a	  feed	  
hopper	  at	  the	  front	  wall	  of	  the	  rotary	  kiln.	  	  A	  double	  screw	  feeder	  conveyor	  (redesigned	  to	  address	  

challenges	  raised	  by	  the	  demonstration	  project)	  or	  ram	  feeder	  will	  be	  used	  to	  feed	  this	  material	  through	  
an	  opening	  in	  the	  stationary	  front	  wall	  of	  the	  kiln	  on	  a	  continuous	  basis.	  	  The	  double	  screw	  conveyor	  
creates	  a	  seal	  and	  restricts	  the	  in-‐leakage	  of	  air	  to	  the	  kiln.	  	  The	  heat	  for	  processing	  the	  sediments	  is	  

provided	  by	  burning	  natural	  gas	  in	  a	  low-‐NOx	  burner	  also	  mounted	  on	  the	  stationary	  front	  wall	  of	  the	  
rotary	  kiln.	  	  A	  combustion	  air	  fan	  will	  provide	  the	  proper	  ratio	  of	  air	  to	  fuel	  for	  efficient	  combustion.	  	  	  

Foster	  Wheeler	  rotary	  kilns	  are	  used	  routinely	  to	  treat	  widely	  heterogeneous	  materials	  that	  are	  often	  
fed	  in	  batch	  mode	  (drums,	  boxes,	  etc.).	  	  It	  is	  much	  simpler	  to	  handle	  a	  single	  waste	  stream	  that	  will	  be	  

somewhat	  homogeneous	  and	  fed	  continuously	  as	  is	  planned	  for	  this	  project.	  	  

The	  operating	  experience	  of	  these	  kilns	  demonstrates	  that	  the	  processing	  of	  6-‐10	  tons/hour	  of	  sediment	  
modifier	  mixture	  is	  well	  within	  their	  capability;	  especially	  considering	  the	  feed	  will	  be	  relatively	  
homogeneous	  in	  nature	  and	  fed	  continuously	  to	  the	  kiln	  with	  a	  vast	  majority	  of	  the	  heat	  release	  from	  

burning	  natural	  gas.	  	  	  
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Wet	  Deslagger	  	  -‐-‐	  To	  handle	  the	  slag	  discharge	  from	  the	  rotary	  kilns,	  a	  wet	  deslagger	  is	  employed.	  The	  
molten	  slag	  falls	  from	  the	  discharge	  of	  the	  kiln	  and	  the	  walls	  of	  the	  SCC	  into	  a	  pool	  of	  water	  where	  it	  is	  

quenched	  and	  cooled.	  	  The	  design	  of	  this	  slag	  drop	  area	  is	  extremely	  important.	  	  The	  proper	  openings	  
and	  slopes	  are	  critical	  to	  the	  overall	  operability	  of	  the	  system.	  	  This	  know-‐how	  has	  been	  gained	  through	  
numerous	  applications.	  	  The	  quenched	  slag	  is	  carried	  from	  the	  pool	  with	  a	  drag	  flight	  or	  plate-‐type	  

conveyor.	  	  These	  wet	  deslaggers	  have	  been	  used	  on	  all	  of	  the	  slagging	  rotary	  kilns	  designed	  with	  Foster	  
Wheeler	  technology	  and	  have	  provided	  excellent,	  reliable	  service	  thereby	  demonstrating	  that	  the	  
removal	  of	  quenched	  slag	  will	  not	  be	  an	  issue	  with	  this	  design.	  	  Additional	  natural	  gas	  lances	  can	  be	  

mounted	  at	  the	  kiln	  discharge	  to	  assist	  in	  melting	  any	  slag	  that	  may	  solidify	  and	  begin	  to	  build	  up	  in	  this	  
area.	  	  The	  cooled,	  quenched	  slag	  is	  the	  beneficial	  use	  product.	  

Secondary	  Combustion	  Chamber	  (SCC)	  	  -‐-‐	  The	  SCC	  must	  supply	  additional	  heat	  to	  the	  process	  to	  
account	  for	  SCC	  heat	  losses,	  air	  in-‐leakage,	  and	  to	  heat	  the	  water	  vapor	  (steam)	  generated	  in	  the	  wet	  

deslagger	  to	  temperatures	  necessary	  to	  obtain	  the	  designed	  DRE	  for	  the	  facility.	  	  Low-‐NOx	  burners	  are	  
used	  in	  the	  SCC,	  as	  well	  as	  in	  the	  kiln,	  to	  keep	  the	  production	  of	  thermal	  NOx	  at	  a	  minimum.	  	  	  A	  least	  two	  
burners	  will	  be	  provided	  in	  the	  SCC.	  	  They	  will	  be	  arranged	  to	  promote	  turbulence	  and	  eliminate	  dead	  

spaces	  and/or	  short	  circuits	  within	  the	  SCC.	  

To	  achieve	  the	  required	  DRE	  for	  the	  thermal	  processor,	  proven	  guidelines	  combining	  residence	  time,	  
temperature,	  and	  turbulence,	  physical	  arrangement	  of	  the	  SCC,	  and	  type	  and	  arrangement	  of	  the	  
burners	  must	  be	  carefully	  followed.	  	  By	  following	  these	  guidelines,	  all	  Foster	  Wheeler	  designs	  have	  

surpassed	  the	  DRE	  requirements,	  for	  all	  organic	  components	  present	  in	  the	  feed,	  including	  the	  most	  
difficult	  to	  destroy	  chemicals	  such	  as	  dioxins,	  furans,	  and	  PCBs,	  whether	  the	  DRE	  requirement	  is	  four	  
nines	  (99.99	  percent)	  or	  six	  nines	  (99.9999	  percent).	  	  This	  operating	  experience	  demonstrates	  their	  

capability	  of	  exceeding	  the	  DRE	  requirement	  of	  the	  project	  for	  any	  organic	  components	  present	  in	  
contaminated	  sediment.	  	  

Waste	  Heat	  Boiler	  -‐-‐	  After	  the	  SCC,	  the	  hot	  flue	  gases	  enter	  a	  Waste	  Heat	  Boiler	  (WHB).	  	  The	  WHB	  will	  

have	  a	  radiant	  section,	  designed	  with	  wide	  passes	  and	  slag/ash	  build-‐up	  removal	  capability,	  followed	  by	  
a	  convection	  section	  with	  soot	  blowing.	  	  An	  aqueous	  urea	  solution	  will	  be	  sprayed	  into	  the	  WHB	  in	  the	  
proper	  temperature	  zone	  (about	  1800°	  to	  1700°F)	  to	  allow	  selective	  non-‐catalytic	  reduction	  (SNCR)	  of	  

most	  of	  the	  NOx	  in	  the	  flue	  gas	  to	  elemental	  nitrogen.	  

Flue	  Gas	  Cleaning	  System	  	  -‐-‐	  The	  flue	  gas	  cleaning	  system	  will	  use	  proven	  components	  to	  comply	  with	  all	  
applicable	  state	  or	  federal	  air	  pollution	  control	  standards,	  including	  Maximum	  Achievable	  Control	  
Technology	  (MACT)	  and	  New	  Jersey	  SOTA	  (State	  of	  the	  Art)	  requirements,	  for	  all	  regulated	  pollutants,	  

including:	  

•	   Acid	  gases:	  	  SOx,	  HCl/Cl2,	  and	  other	  halogenated	  species,	  
•	   Fine	  particulate	  including	  volatile	  and	  semi-‐volatile	  metals,	  
•	   Mercury,	  
•	   Lead,	  
•	   NOx	  (as	  required),	  and	  
•	   Dioxins	  and	  Furans	  	  
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Industry	  leaders	  will	  supply	  the	  APC	  equipment	  and	  monitoring	  instrumentation.	  	  Each	  component	  will	  
be	  designed	  to	  handle	  the	  maximum	  loading	  of	  contaminants	  and	  maximum	  flow	  rates	  for	  the	  process	  

to	  ensure	  that	  all	  emission	  standards	  are	  met	  or	  exceeded.	  	  	  

The	  system	  will	  be	  a	  multi-‐step	  process	  and	  will	  provide	  a	  dry	  discharge	  with	  no	  waste	  water	  to	  treat.	  	  
The	  treatment	  steps	  are	  as	  follows:	  	  	  

• The	  generation	  of	  fuel	  NOx	  in	  the	  system	  will	  be	  low	  due	  to	  the	  small	  amount	  of	  nitrogen	  in	  the	  
feed.	  	  Thermal	  NOx	  will	  be	  minimized	  by	  the	  use	  of	  low-‐NOx	  burners.	  	  Further	  reduction	  of	  NOx	  

occurs	  by	  selective	  non-‐catalytic	  reduction	  (SNCR)	  in	  the	  WHB	  where	  urea	  is	  injected	  into	  the	  
flue	  gases	  in	  the	  zone	  where	  the	  temperature	  is	  about	  1800°	  to	  1700°F.	  	  At	  this	  temperature	  the	  
urea	  reacts	  to	  reduce	  the	  NOx	  to	  N2	  without	  a	  catalyst.	  	  A	  reduction	  of	  50	  to	  70	  percent	  of	  NOx	  

has	  been	  demonstrated	  in	  Foster	  Wheeler’s	  systems.	  The	  gas	  is	  cooled	  to	  about	  650°	  F	  in	  the	  
WHB	  as	  steam	  is	  generated.	  	  
	  

• The	  gas	  is	  then	  further	  quenched,	  to	  a	  temperature	  of	  about	  375°	  F,	  by	  spraying	  a	  lime	  solution	  

into	  a	  spray	  dryer	  absorber.	  	  The	  aqueous	  lime	  droplets	  absorb	  and	  react	  with	  the	  acid	  gas	  
components	  (HCl,	  SOx,	  etc.)	  to	  form	  calcium	  salts	  (such	  as	  CaCl2	  and	  CaSO4)	  which	  are	  dried	  and	  
removed	  from	  the	  gas	  stream	  in	  a	  baghouse.	  	  A	  removal	  efficiency	  of	  99.9%	  for	  HCl	  and	  98%	  for	  

SO2	  has	  been	  demonstrated.	  	  
	  

• Fine	  particulate	  will	  be	  collected	  in	  the	  baghouse	  together	  with	  the	  unreacted	  lime	  and	  salts	  to	  
achieve	  maximum	  achievable	  control	  of	  particulate	  emissions.	  	  Volatile	  and	  semi-‐volatile	  metals	  

and	  metal	  compounds	  (such	  as	  Pb,	  PbCl2,	  and	  PbO)	  will	  condense	  on	  the	  powdered	  lime	  and	  salt	  
particles	  and	  will	  also	  be	  captured	  in	  the	  baghouse.	  	  The	  vapor	  pressures	  of	  Pb,	  PbCl2	  and	  PbO	  at	  
375°	  F	  (which	  is	  the	  baghouse	  operating	  temperature)	  are	  less	  than	  10-‐8,	  10-‐7	  and	  10-‐8	  mm	  Hg,	  

respectively.	  	  The	  fine	  particulates,	  lime,	  salts,	  and	  condensed	  compounds	  will	  be	  removed	  from	  
the	  flue	  gas	  stream	  at	  over	  99.9%	  efficiency	  by	  the	  bags	  in	  the	  baghouse.	  	  It	  is	  surmised	  that	  
elevated	  Pb	  emissions	  from	  the	  demonstration	  tests	  were	  likely	  due	  to	  a	  damaged	  bag	  in	  the	  

baghouse.	  	  
	  

• Powdered	  activated	  carbon	  is	  also	  injected	  into	  the	  gas	  stream	  ahead	  of	  the	  baghouse	  to	  
remove	  dioxins	  or	  furans	  (that	  may	  be	  generated	  in	  the	  WHB)	  and	  mercury	  compounds	  that	  

may	  be	  formed	  in	  the	  system.	  	  The	  baghouse	  is	  maintained	  at	  a	  temperature	  sufficiently	  above	  
the	  acid	  gas	  dew	  point	  to	  prevent	  any	  condensation	  and	  consequent	  plugging	  of	  the	  bags,	  and	  
corrosion.	  	  ADA/Norit	  Americas	  expects	  that	  a	  reduction	  of	  90	  to	  95%	  of	  the	  Hg	  in	  the	  flue	  gas	  

stream	  can	  be	  achieved	  in	  this	  stage.	  	  	  	  
	  

• The	  final	  step	  in	  the	  gas	  cleaning	  system	  is	  another	  partial	  quench,	  to	  a	  temperature	  of	  about	  
250°	  F,	  by	  spraying	  water	  into	  the	  gas	  and	  then	  passing	  the	  gases	  through	  a	  packed	  bed	  



	   12	  

absorber	  filled	  with	  sulfur-‐impregnated	  activated	  carbon	  to	  absorb	  any	  mercury	  (Hg)	  present	  as	  
vapor.	  	  ADA/Norit	  Americas	  expects	  that	  this	  Hg	  removal	  polishing	  step	  is	  capable	  of	  removing	  

an	  additional	  90+%	  of	  Hg	  compounds.	  	  An	  Hg	  continuous	  emission	  monitoring	  system	  (CEMS)	  
will	  be	  provided	  before	  the	  guard	  section	  of	  the	  packed	  bed	  to	  signal	  when	  the	  carbon	  packing	  
needs	  to	  be	  replaced.	  	  	  

Each	  of	  these	  process	  components	  has	  been	  successfully	  demonstrated	  for	  the	  application	  described	  in	  

numerous	  projects	  and	  can	  be	  provided	  by	  several	  reliable	  equipment	  suppliers.	  	  

Induced	  Draft	  Fan,	  Stack	  and	  Continuous	  Emission	  Monitoring	  System	  (CEMS)	  -‐-‐	  The	  entire	  thermal	  
processing	  and	  gas	  cleaning	  system	  operates	  under	  slight	  negative	  draft	  pressure	  provided	  by	  the	  
induced	  draft	  fan	  which	  pulls	  the	  flue	  gas	  through	  the	  system	  and	  pushes	  it	  up	  the	  stack	  where	  the	  

cleaned	  gas	  is	  vented	  to	  the	  atmosphere.	  	  The	  negative	  draft	  pressure	  ensures	  that	  any	  system	  leaks	  will	  
allow	  ambient	  air	  into	  the	  system	  rather	  than	  allowing	  untreated	  or	  partially	  treated	  flue	  gas	  to	  escape	  
to	  the	  atmosphere.	  	  The	  stack	  will	  provide	  adequate	  lift	  to	  the	  gases	  to	  allow	  for	  proper	  dispersion	  of	  

the	  cleaned	  flue	  gas	  into	  the	  atmosphere.	  	  A	  proven	  CEMS	  will	  be	  provided	  to	  monitor	  key	  stack	  gases	  to	  
ensure	  that	  the	  thermal	  processing	  and	  gas	  cleaning	  system	  are	  operating	  efficiently	  and	  within	  the	  
constraints	  of	  the	  regulations	  and	  operating	  permit	  requirements.	  	  Independent	  testing	  companies	  will	  

conduct	  the	  emission	  testing	  and	  compliance	  certification.	  

IV.	   Cement-‐Lock 	  Manufacturing	  Technology	  Meets	  the	  Evaluation	  Criteria	  for	  Treatment/	  

Disposal	  Established	  in	  the	  Feasibility	  Study	  and	  PRAP	  

As	  discussed	  above,	  the	  use	  of	  Cement-‐Lock	  manufacturing	  technology	  supports	  the	  RAOs	  established	  

for	  the	  Lower	  Passaic	  River	  Superfund	  Site	  including	  the	  protection	  of	  overall	  human	  health	  and	  the	  

environment	  and	  the	  achievement	  of	  applicable	  or	  relevant	  and	  appropriate	  standards	  (ARARs).	  	  
Cement-‐Lock	  also	  meets	  the	  additional	  evaluation	  criteria	  set	  forth	  in	  the	  Feasibility	  Study	  and	  PRAP,	  

including	  short-‐term	  effectiveness,	  long-‐term	  effectiveness	  and	  permanence,	  reduction	  of	  toxicity,	  
mobility	  or	  volume	  through	  treatment,	  implementability,	  cost,	  acceptance	  and	  sustainability.	  

A. Short-‐Term	  Effectiveness	  	  

Cement-‐Lock	  manufacturing	  technology	  would	  centralize	  processing	  and	  treatment	  of	  the	  Lower	  

Passaic	  River	  dredged	  material	  into	  a	  single	  location,	  minimizing	  handling	  and	  transportation,	  as	  well	  
reducing	  the	  risk	  of	  releases.	  	  While	  meeting	  required	  performance	  specifications,	  this	  approach	  reduces	  
potential	  impacts	  to	  the	  community,	  including	  the	  reduction	  of	  noise	  and	  levels	  of	  traffic,	  and	  dust	  and	  

odors	  during	  the	  handling,	  during	  processing	  and	  disposal	  of	  contaminated	  sediment.	  The	  APC	  
equipment	  and	  monitoring	  instrumentation	  for	  lime	  injection,	  carbon	  absorption,	  NOx	  capture	  and	  stack	  
emissions	  control	  have	  been	  demonstrated	  to	  be	  fully	  compliant	  with	  all	  applicable	  state	  and	  federal	  

APC	  standards.	  	  

Specifically,	  the	  Cement-‐Lock	  manufacturing	  technology	  can	  simplify	  the	  remedy	  and	  improve	  the	  
short-‐term	  effectiveness	  of	  the	  remedy	  as	  follows:	  
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• The	  dredged	  material	  would	  be	  offloaded	  directly	  to	  the	  manufacturing	  facility	  from	  the	  barge,	  
eliminating	  the	  repeated	  material	  handling	  required	  by	  DMM	  Scenario	  C	  (thermal).	  	  Tens	  of	  
thousands	  of	  truck	  trips	  required	  to	  convey	  material	  from	  the	  processing/dewatering	  facility	  to	  
the	  transfer	  facility	  (from	  where	  the	  material	  will	  be	  transported	  to	  the	  treatment	  facility)	  are	  
eliminated,	  together	  with	  the	  associated	  truck	  traffic	  impacts	  to	  local	  highways,	  communities	  
and	  air	  quality.	  

• Handling,	  rail	  transport	  of	  filter	  cake	  and	  handling	  and	  potential	  truck	  trips	  for	  transfer	  from	  rail	  
to	  the	  facility	  (depending	  on	  the	  incinerator	  selected)	  would	  be	  eliminated.	  

• Because	  Ecomelt,	  the	  end	  product	  of	  the	  Cement-‐Lock	  manufacturing	  process,	  is	  a	  
replacement	  for	  portland	  cement	  that	  would	  be	  used	  locally,	  truck	  trips	  associated	  with	  the	  
mining,	  processing	  and	  transport	  of	  raw	  materials	  for	  cement	  manufacturing	  of	  an	  equivalent	  
volume	  of	  Ecomelt	  for	  local	  construction	  would	  be	  eliminated.	  

• The	  eliminated	  truck	  traffic	  would	  sharply	  reduce	  overall	  traffic	  impacts,	  noise	  and	  greenhouse	  
gas	  emissions	  associated	  with	  the	  remedy,	  locally	  and	  off-‐site.	  

• The	  reduced	  handing	  of	  the	  dredged	  material	  could	  reduce	  the	  volatilization	  of	  PCB	  and	  other	  
COCs	  and	  associated	  risks	  to	  workers	  and	  the	  community.	  

• Process	  heat	  from	  the	  Cement-‐Lock	  manufacturing	  process	  can	  be	  captured	  and	  used	  to	  co-‐
generate	  electricity	  to	  run	  the	  facility	  with	  a	  balance	  available	  for	  export	  to	  the	  grid.	  

	  

B. Long-‐term	  Effectiveness	  and	  Permanence	  

The	  very	  nature	  of	  the	  higher	  temperatures	  involved	  by	  the	  Cement-‐Lock	  manufacturing	  process,	  as	  

demonstrated	  in	  the	  WRDA	  Demonstration	  Project,	  can	  improve	  the	  long-‐term	  effectiveness	  and	  
permanence	  of	  the	  remedy,	  minimizing	  potential	  exposure	  pathways	  and	  long-‐term	  risks.	  Specifically,	  

• The	  Cement-‐Lock	  manufacturing	  process	  uses	  high	  temperatures	  that	  effectively	  destroy	  all	  
organic	  constituents,	  including	  PAHs,	  Pesticides,	  PCBs	  and	  dioxins/furans;	  	  

• The	  metals	  that	  are	  not	  volatilized	  are	  immobilized	  within	  the	  Ecomelt	  matrix.	  TCLP	  test	  
results	  have	  demonstrated	  the	  immobility	  of	  metals	  in	  Ecomelt;2	  	  

• Mercury,	  lead	  and	  other	  metals	  volatilized	  by	  the	  high	  temperature	  process	  would	  be	  captured	  
by	  the	  APC	  system;	  and,	  	  

• The	  mass	  of	  contaminants	  transferred	  from	  the	  Lower	  Passaic	  River	  to	  landfills	  would	  be	  sharply	  
reduced	  through	  dissociation	  and	  destruction	  of	  contaminants.	  Only	  residual	  material	  recovered	  
from	  the	  baghouse	  of	  the	  APC	  system,	  containing	  a	  small	  fraction	  of	  original	  contaminant	  load	  
found	  in	  the	  in	  situ	  volume	  of	  dredged	  sediments	  would	  require	  landfilling.	  Volcano	  Partners	  is	  
actively	  reviewing	  recycling	  options	  that	  would	  eliminate	  the	  need	  to	  landfill	  even	  this	  small	  
fraction	  of	  contaminants	  found	  in	  APC	  residual.	  

	  

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
2	  Mensinger,	  M,	  2008.	  Op.cit.	  
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C. Reduction	  of	  Toxicity,	  Mobility,	  or	  Volume	  Through	  Treatment	  	  

The	  ability	  to	  destroy	  organics	  and	  immobilize	  metals	  in	  the	  course	  of	  manufacturing	  marketable	  
products	  from	  dredged	  material	  is	  the	  strength	  of	  this	  alternative	  treatment	  option.	  	  	  Specifically,	  

• The	  high	  temperatures	  involved	  in	  the	  manufacturing	  process	  irreversibly	  destroy	  all	  organic	  
contaminants,	  achieving	  99.9999+	  percent	  DREs	  for	  PAHs,	  Pesticides,	  PCBs	  and	  dioxins;	  	  

• Metals	  are	  immobilized	  in	  the	  Ecomelt	  pozzolanic	  matrix.	  	  TCLP	  analyses	  on	  Ecomelt	  meet	  
USEPA	  standards;	  

• The	  material	  dredged	  from	  the	  Lower	  Passaic	  River	  would	  be	  used	  as	  a	  feedstock	  to	  produce	  
Ecomelt	  for	  use	  as	  a	  portland	  cement	  replacement;	  	  

• All	  sediment	  recommended	  to	  be	  dredged	  by	  the	  PRAP,	  regardless	  of	  COC	  concentrations,	  is	  
acceptable	  feedstock	  for	  the	  Cement-‐Lock	  process	  for	  manufacturing	  Ecomelt;	  and	  

• Volcano	  Partners	  is	  actively	  reviewing	  recycling	  options	  that	  would	  eliminate	  the	  need	  to	  landfill	  
even	  the	  small	  fraction	  of	  contaminants	  remaining	  in	  APC	  system	  residual.	  

D. Implementability	  	  	  

As	  discussed	  in	  more	  detail	  above,	  after	  the	  successful	  manufacture	  of	  Ecomelt	  from	  dredged	  

sediments,	  including	  Lower	  Passaic	  River	  sediments	  during	  the	  WRDA	  Demonstration	  Project,	  

operational	  design	  enhancements	  were	  made	  to	  the	  feedstock	  delivery	  and	  APC	  systems	  by	  Foster	  
Wheeler	  Corporation.	  The	  uniqueness	  of	  the	  Cement-‐Lock	  manufacturing	  process	  lies	  in	  the	  

additives,	  the	  mixture	  ratios	  and	  residence	  times	  used	  to	  manufacture	  Ecomelt,	  rather	  than	  in	  the	  

thermo-‐chemical	  processing	  equipment.	   All	  mechanical	  systems	  are	  "off-‐the-‐shelf”	  and	  in	  
widespread	  use	  worldwide.	  Foster	  Wheeler's	  proprietary	  rotary	  kiln	  designs	  readily	  scale-‐up	  to	  
meet	  the	  removal	  requirements	  of	  the	  Lower	  Passaic	  River	  Superfund	  Site.	  Volcano	  Partners	  has	  

identified	  several	  viable	  sites	  in	  the	  New	  York-‐New	  Jersey	  Harbor	  Estuary	  and	  has	  commenced	  pre-‐
permitting	  discussions	  with	  state	  agencies.	  With	  some	  overlap	  between	  permitting	  and	  final	  design,	  the	  
timeline	  from	  start	  to	  operational	  readiness	  is	  estimated	  by	  Foster	  Wheeler	  at	  24	  months.	  	  Based	  on	  

preliminary	  analysis,	  the	  amount	  of	  dredged	  material	  estimated	  by	  the	  EPA	  in	  the	  PRAP	  for	  thermal	  
treatment	  with	  beneficial	  reuse	  in	  DMM	  Scenario	  C	  would	  be	  sufficient	  to	  support	  the	  development	  of	  a	  
minimum	  commercial-‐scale	  Cement-‐Lock	  manufacturing	  facility.	  

E. Cost	  
	  

Cement-‐Lock	  technology	  is	  a	  cost	  effective	  alternative	  to	  out-‐of-‐state	  incineration.	  	  The	  FFS	  estimated	  

$370	  per	  dewatered	  ton	  as	  the	  unit	  cost	  for	  thermal	  treatment	  with	  beneficial	  use	  in	  DMM	  Scenario	  C.	  
The	  FFS	  estimated	  $400	  per	  dewatered	  ton	  as	  the	  unit	  cost	  for	  out-‐of-‐state	  incineration	  in	  DMM	  
Scenario	  B.	  	  While	  the	  treatment	  costs	  alone	  are	  comparable,	  when	  transportation	  costs	  of	  $240	  per	  ton	  

to	  the	  out-‐of-‐state	  incinerator	  facilities	  are	  applied,	  the	  total	  treatment	  and	  transportation	  cost	  jumps	  to	  
$640	  per	  dewatered	  ton.	  	  EPA	  estimates	  support	  a	  finding	  that	  a	  Cement-‐Lock	  alternative	  in	  DMM	  

Scenario	  C	  is	  more	  cost	  effective	  than	  out-‐of-‐state	  incineration	  in	  DMM	  Scenario	  B.	  	  Without	  providing	  a	  
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specific	  cost	  estimate,	  Volcano	  Partners’	  preliminary	  analysis	  for	  processing	  Lower	  Passaic	  River	  
sediment	  confirms	  that	  the	  use	  of	  the	  Cement-‐Lock	  manufacturing	  process	  would	  be	  a	  cost-‐effective	  

alternative	  to	  out-‐of-‐state	  incineration.	  	  Further,	  long-‐term	  liability	  costs	  are	  sharply	  reduced	  or	  
eliminated.	  	  As	  the	  volume	  of	  material	  requiring	  placement	  in	  a	  landfill	  would	  be	  limited	  to	  baghouse	  

and	  carbon	  bed	  waste,	  the	  long-‐term	  insurance,	  monitoring,	  bonding	  and	  other	  costs	  associated	  with	  
landfilling	  treated	  material	  would	  be	  nearly	  eliminated.	  

F. Acceptance	  	  	  	  

The	  Cement-‐Lock	  manufacturing	  process	  is	  recommended	  by	  the	  National	  Advisory	  Council	  for	  

Environmental	  Policy	  and	  Technology	  (NACEPT)	  as	  a	  technology	  for	  environmental	  justice	  communities	  
and	  other	  vulnerable	  populations.3	  	  A	  Cement-‐Lock	  facility	  will	  provide	  local	  jobs	  and	  support	  to	  local	  

economies,	  two	  of	  the	  concerns	  consistently	  raised	  in	  CAG	  and	  public	  meetings.	  	  Cement-‐Lock	  

technology	  is	  supported	  by	  key	  community	  stakeholders,	  including	  the	  Passaic	  River	  Coalition.	  	  Volcano	  
Partners	  is	  committed	  to	  developing	  and	  implementing	  a	  community	  education	  and	  outreach	  program	  
to	  keep	  communities	  informed	  and	  engaged.	  	  

G. Sustainability	  

The	  Cement-‐Lock	  manufacturing	  process	  is	  consistent	  with	  EPA	  Region	  2	  Clean	  and	  Green	  Policy	  that	  

promotes	  a	  more	  sustainable	  approach	  to	  remediation.	  	  The	  Cement-‐Lock	  manufacturing	  process	  is	  

the	  result	  of	  the	  unprecedented	  20-‐year	  effort	  by	  EPA	  Region	  2	  and	  public	  and	  private	  
stakeholders	  to	  identify	  and	  deploy	  a	  sustainable,	  green	  technology	  capable	  of	  producing	  a	  
beneficial	  use	  product	  from	  contaminated	  dredged	  sediments.	  	  Specifically,	  

• The	  Cement-‐Lock	  facility	  uses	  natural	  gas	  for	  the	  manufacturing	  process	  and	  waste	  heat	  for	  
cogeneration.	  	  

• Energy	  used	  in	  the	  manufacturing	  process	  would	  be	  captured	  through	  cogeneration	  to	  run	  the	  
manufacturing	  facility	  and	  excess	  electricity	  would	  be	  exported	  to	  the	  electrical	  grid;	  

• The	  end	  product	  of	  the	  manufacturing	  process	  would	  be	  a	  high	  quality	  pozzolanic	  material	  that	  
would	  be	  beneficially	  used	  as	  a	  cement	  admixture	  to	  substitute	  with	  a	  portion	  of	  portland	  
cement	  in	  the	  production	  of	  concrete	  for	  construction	  projects.	  This	  process	  virtually	  eliminates	  
any	  need	  for	  landfilling	  of	  contaminants.	  	  Nearly	  the	  entire	  volume	  of	  contaminated	  dredged	  
material	  would	  be	  used	  in	  the	  production	  of	  non-‐hazardous	  building	  materials,	  including	  sand	  
and	  Ecomelt,	  a	  pozzolanic	  cement	  admixture,	  for	  local	  construction	  use;	  and	  

• Greenhouse	  gas	  emissions	  would	  be	  reduced	  by	  the	  elimination	  of	  truck	  transport	  and	  by	  the	  
offset	  of	  CO2	  emissions	  resulting	  from	  the	  beneficial	  use	  production	  of	  a	  portland	  cement	  
replacement	  and	  electricity	  associated	  with	  the	  Cement-‐Lock	  facility.	  	  For	  each	  ton	  of	  
Ecomelt	  produced,	  a	  Cement-‐Lock	  facility	  eliminates	  one	  ton	  of	  CO2	  produced	  by	  the	  
portland	  cement	  industry.	  

We	  look	  forward	  to	  working	  with	  you	  and	  your	  staff,	  and	  the	  PRPs	  and	  other	  stakeholders,	  to	  establish	  

an	  effective	  and	  cost	  competitive	  treatment/disposal	  plan	  for	  the	  Lower	  Passaic	  River	  Superfund	  Site.	  	  

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
3	  NACEPT,	  Technologies	  for	  Environmental	  Justice	  Communities	  and	  Other	  Vulnerable	  Populations,	  February	  15,	  2012	  
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We	  would	  be	  happy	  to	  provide	  any	  additional	  information	  you	  may	  need	  regarding	  the	  Cement-‐Lock	  

manufacturing	  process,	  or	  to	  meet	  with	  you	  or	  your	  staff	  to	  answer	  any	  questions.	  

	  

Sincerely,	   	   	   	   	   	   	  

	   	   	  

	  

Al	  Hendricks	  	   	   	   	   	   	   	  

Chairman	  /	  Managing	  Member	  	   	   	   	   	  

(407)	  492-‐9731	  	  	   	   	   	   	   	  

www.cement-‐lock.com	   	  
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Yeh, Alice

From: Conserve <jonathan@jaffecom.com>

Sent: Friday, August 01, 2014 5:19 PM

To: Region2 PassaicLower8MileComments

Cc: jonathan@jaffecom.com

Subject: Help Save the Lower Passaic  - Email to EPA

Ms. Alice Yeh 

Remedial Project Manager, EPA 

290 Broadway, 19th floor 

New York, NY 10007-1866 

Dear Ms. Yeh, 

The EPA should more seriously review and consider other alternatives to its proposed 4.3 million cubic yard 

“bank to bank” dredge, such as a targeted “Sustainable Remedy” that would clean the entire River faster, with 

results comparable to those promised by the EPA’s bank-to-bank proposal and with reduced impact on the host 

communities. 

Thank you. 

Casey Hennessey 

Casey.hennessey@gmail.com 
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Yeh, Alice

From: Conserve <jonathan@jaffecom.com>

Sent: Thursday, August 07, 2014 9:52 PM

To: Region2 PassaicLower8MileComments

Cc: jonathan@jaffecom.com

Subject: Help Save the Lower Passaic  - Email to EPA

Ms. Alice Yeh 

Remedial Project Manager, EPA 

290 Broadway, 19th floor 

New York, NY 10007-1866 

Dear Ms. Yeh, 

The EPA should more seriously review and consider other alternatives to its proposed 4.3 million cubic yard 

“bank to bank” dredge, such as a targeted “Sustainable Remedy” that would clean the entire River faster, with 

results comparable to those promised by the EPA’s bank-to-bank proposal and with reduced impact on the host 

communities. 

Thank you. 

Kelly Henry 

kkhenry65@gmail.com 

2115 Yardley Road 

Yardley 

PA 

19067 

215-321-8226 
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Yeh, Alice

From: Conserve <jonathan@jaffecom.com>

Sent: Saturday, August 09, 2014 6:17 PM

To: Region2 PassaicLower8MileComments

Cc: jonathan@jaffecom.com

Subject: Help Save the Lower Passaic  - Email to EPA

Ms. Alice Yeh 

Remedial Project Manager, EPA 

290 Broadway, 19th floor 

New York, NY 10007-1866 

Dear Ms. Yeh, 

The EPA should more seriously review and consider other alternatives to its proposed 4.3 million cubic yard 

“bank to bank” dredge, such as a targeted “Sustainable Remedy” that would clean the entire River faster, with 

results comparable to those promised by the EPA’s bank-to-bank proposal and with reduced impact on the host 

communities. 

Thank you. 

Neil Henry 

Sevensons3@verizon.com 

49 Hampshire drive 

Mendham 

Nj 

07945 

973-543-7562 
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Yeh, Alice

From: Conserve <jonathan@jaffecom.com>

Sent: Sunday, August 03, 2014 5:48 PM

To: Region2 PassaicLower8MileComments

Cc: jonathan@jaffecom.com

Subject: Help Save the Lower Passaic  - Email to EPA

Ms. Alice Yeh 

Remedial Project Manager, EPA 

290 Broadway, 19th floor 

New York, NY 10007-1866 

Dear Ms. Yeh, 

The EPA should more seriously review and consider other alternatives to its proposed 4.3 million cubic yard 

“bank to bank” dredge, such as a targeted “Sustainable Remedy” that would clean the entire River faster, with 

results comparable to those promised by the EPA’s bank-to-bank proposal and with reduced impact on the host 

communities. 

Thank you. 

Jody Herkloz 

Jlherkloz@aol.com 

2507 beech street 

Point pleasant 

Nj  

08742 
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Yeh, Alice

From: Conserve <jonathan@jaffecom.com>

Sent: Thursday, August 07, 2014 5:28 PM

To: Region2 PassaicLower8MileComments

Cc: jonathan@jaffecom.com

Subject: Help Save the Lower Passaic  - Email to EPA

Ms. Alice Yeh 

Remedial Project Manager, EPA 

290 Broadway, 19th floor 

New York, NY 10007-1866 

Dear Ms. Yeh, 

The EPA should more seriously review and consider other alternatives to its proposed 4.3 million cubic yard 

“bank to bank” dredge, such as a targeted “Sustainable Remedy” that would clean the entire River faster, with 

results comparable to those promised by the EPA’s bank-to-bank proposal and with reduced impact on the host 

communities. 

Thank you. 

Matthew Hersh 

mattomega@gmail.com 

333 Felton Avenue 

Highland Park 

NJ 

08904 
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Yeh, Alice

From: Conserve <jonathan@jaffecom.com>

Sent: Thursday, August 07, 2014 12:00 PM

To: Region2 PassaicLower8MileComments

Cc: jonathan@jaffecom.com

Subject: Help Save the Lower Passaic  - Email to EPA

Ms. Alice Yeh 

Remedial Project Manager, EPA 

290 Broadway, 19th floor 

New York, NY 10007-1866 

Dear Ms. Yeh, 

The EPA should more seriously review and consider other alternatives to its proposed 4.3 million cubic yard 

“bank to bank” dredge, such as a targeted “Sustainable Remedy” that would clean the entire River faster, with 

results comparable to those promised by the EPA’s bank-to-bank proposal and with reduced impact on the host 

communities. 

Thank you. 

Dawnee Hicks 

Dawnee_hcks@yahoo.com 

205 Myrtle Ave 2FL 

Jersey City 

New Jersey 

07305 

5516896252 
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Yeh, Alice

From: Conserve <jonathan@jaffecom.com>

Sent: Monday, August 11, 2014 10:58 AM

To: Region2 PassaicLower8MileComments

Cc: jonathan@jaffecom.com

Subject: Help Save the Lower Passaic  - Email to EPA

Ms. Alice Yeh 

Remedial Project Manager, EPA 

290 Broadway, 19th floor 

New York, NY 10007-1866 

Dear Ms. Yeh, 

The EPA should more seriously review and consider other alternatives to its proposed 4.3 million cubic yard 

“bank to bank” dredge, such as a targeted “Sustainable Remedy” that would clean the entire River faster, with 

results comparable to those promised by the EPA’s bank-to-bank proposal and with reduced impact on the host 

communities. 

Thank you. 

Jeanette Hoffman 

jeanettenj11@yahoo.com 

11 Hackberry Place 

Flemington 

NJ 

08822 

908-751-4630 
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Yeh, Alice

From: Conserve <jonathan@jaffecom.com>

Sent: Thursday, August 07, 2014 10:56 AM

To: Region2 PassaicLower8MileComments

Cc: jonathan@jaffecom.com

Subject: Help Save the Lower Passaic  - Email to EPA

Ms. Alice Yeh 

Remedial Project Manager, EPA 

290 Broadway, 19th floor 

New York, NY 10007-1866 

Dear Ms. Yeh, 

The EPA should more seriously review and consider other alternatives to its proposed 4.3 million cubic yard 

“bank to bank” dredge, such as a targeted “Sustainable Remedy” that would clean the entire River faster, with 

results comparable to those promised by the EPA’s bank-to-bank proposal and with reduced impact on the host 

communities. 

Thank you. 

Angela Holt 

holtang@aol.com 

2 Fox Hill Road 

Califon 

NJ 

07830 

9088320557 
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Yeh, Alice

From: Conserve <jonathan@jaffecom.com>

Sent: Thursday, August 07, 2014 4:53 PM

To: Region2 PassaicLower8MileComments

Cc: jonathan@jaffecom.com

Subject: Help Save the Lower Passaic  - Email to EPA

Ms. Alice Yeh 

Remedial Project Manager, EPA 

290 Broadway, 19th floor 

New York, NY 10007-1866 

Dear Ms. Yeh, 

The EPA should more seriously review and consider other alternatives to its proposed 4.3 million cubic yard 

“bank to bank” dredge, such as a targeted “Sustainable Remedy” that would clean the entire River faster, with 

results comparable to those promised by the EPA’s bank-to-bank proposal and with reduced impact on the host 

communities. 

Thank you. 

David Holt 

djholt@optonline.net 

6 briar lane 

basking ridge 

nj 

07920 

908 766 3431 
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Yeh, Alice

From: Conserve <jonathan@jaffecom.com>

Sent: Thursday, August 07, 2014 10:48 AM

To: Region2 PassaicLower8MileComments

Cc: jonathan@jaffecom.com

Subject: Help Save the Lower Passaic  - Email to EPA

Ms. Alice Yeh 

Remedial Project Manager, EPA 

290 Broadway, 19th floor 

New York, NY 10007-1866 

Dear Ms. Yeh, 

The EPA should more seriously review and consider other alternatives to its proposed 4.3 million cubic yard 

“bank to bank” dredge, such as a targeted “Sustainable Remedy” that would clean the entire River faster, with 

results comparable to those promised by the EPA’s bank-to-bank proposal and with reduced impact on the host 

communities. 

Thank you. 

Jonathan Holt 

jholt@holtpa.com 

PO Box 363 

Oldwick 

NJ 

08858 

9088320557 
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Yeh, Alice

From: Conserve <jonathan@jaffecom.com>

Sent: Wednesday, August 13, 2014 11:41 AM

To: Region2 PassaicLower8MileComments

Cc: jonathan@jaffecom.com

Subject: Help Save the Lower Passaic  - Email to EPA

Ms. Alice Yeh 

Remedial Project Manager, EPA 

290 Broadway, 19th floor 

New York, NY 10007-1866 

Dear Ms. Yeh, 

The EPA should more seriously review and consider other alternatives to its proposed 4.3 million cubic yard 

“bank to bank” dredge, such as a targeted “Sustainable Remedy” that would clean the entire River faster, with 

results comparable to those promised by the EPA’s bank-to-bank proposal and with reduced impact on the host 

communities. 

Thank you. 

Ross Honig 

Rhonig@oca125.com 

333 river street. Apt 829 

Hoboken  

Nj 

08030 

609-514-0777 



PASSAIC RIVER COALITION 
at Willow Hall / 

330 Speedwell Avenue, Morristown, NJ 07960 
Phone: (973) 532·9830 

Fax: (973) 889·9172 

Submitted by email to: Passaiclower8MileComments.Region2@epa.gov 

Alice Yeh, Remedial Project Manager 
Environmental Protection Agency 
290 Broadway, 19th Floor 
New York, New York 10007-1866 

20 August 2014 

Re: Passaic River Coalition Comments on the Lower Passaic Cleanup Plan for RM 0 to 8.3 

Dear Ms. Yeh: 

The Passaic River Coalition (PRC) has been actively involved in the Lower Passaic River area for several 
decades, working with local municipalities to achieve parks acquisi t ion and improvements, debris 
removal, and economic improvements. Our efforts have been focused on the east bank from Harrison 
to Garfield, but we have also worked closely with west bank municipa lities, the Passaic Valley Sewerage 
Commissioners and all affected counties. We have been actively engaged as stakeholders in the Lower 
Passaic River Superfund site and its various Operable Units since the beginning of the process, and on 
multiple occasions, most recently 14 November 2012, we have provided extensive comments to the U.S. 
Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA} National Remedy Review Board {NRRB), regarding the Lower 
Passaic River Restoration Project. 

USEPA has now proposed a selected alternative for the lower 8.3 miles of the river. The Proposed Plan 
has been summarized by USEPA as "capping with dredging for flooding & navigation with off-site 
disposa l of dredged materials" consisting of the following core elements: 

• Removal of 4.3 million cubic yards of contaminated sediment, bank-to-bank, by dredging the river 
bottom from Newark Bay to the Belleville/ Newark border; 

• Sediment dewatering locally to prepare the material for transport by rail for further off-site 
treatment and/or disposal; 

• Allowing 5.4 million cubic yards of contaminated sediment to remain and be capped to effectively 
eliminate the movement of sediment and its availability to contaminate the food chain; 

• Capping all dredged areas bank-to-bank to protect against erosion or other physical disturbance, 
while reducing flooding potential and accommodating and protecting the integrity of the federal 
navigation channel in the 2.2 mile area of the river closest to Newark Bay; and 

• · Monitoring of water, air and w ildlife during construction to evaluate and reduce potential releases 
of contaminants to the environment. 

The PRC recognizes that USEPA has invested considerable time and effort in getting to this major step, 
as have the Cooperating Parties Group, members of the Community Advisory Group, and many experts \\ 
and stakeholders. We are faced with a recognition that 30 years of process in tandem with specific 
cleanup projects (e.g., 80-120 Lister Avenue Cleanup Project; RM 10.9 Cleanup Project} have both 

... _ 
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reduced the contamination in specific areas and spread the contamination across much larger areas 
than originally existed or recognized. We only need to look at the sediments that have fil led the lower 
navigation channel since its last dredging circa 1983 to recognize the cost of delays. Further delays will 
exacerbate the remaining problem, but significant issues remain with the proposed plan. We do not 
want to allow "the ideal" to be the enemy of " the good" but we also recognize that the proposed plan 
does not promise a completely satisfactory result for several reasons. Our recommendation is that 
USEPA move forward in a manner that allows the shortcomings of the current approach to be addressed 
in an adaptive manner over t ime, but with assurances that the resulting work is truly beneficial. 

The following issues are of greatest concern to the PRC, and should be addressed through 
improvements to the proposed plan, during the design and implementation process, or as parallel 
efforts. Our comments here are stated in general terms. In the interests of brevity, we will not repeat 
the detailed technical analysis of our prior comments to the NRRB. 

The Lower Passaic River as an Ecosystem 

The Lower Passaic River from Dundee Dam to Newark Bay has a long history of industrial, commercial 
and residential use, disruption by highway development, etc. Still, the Lower Passaic is not a ditch- it 
remains an important ecosystem and must be addressed as such. The PRC must question the ecological 
viability of a river that, subsequent to dredging, is armored from bank to bank. What plants will be able 
to grow in such a substrate? What fish species will be viable given the likely limitations on plant 
growth? A project that cleans up sediment contamination while destroying the viability of the river as a 
functioning ecosystem is not an appropriate management approach. The proposed plan should have 
ecological targets, not just targets for contaminant levels in mobile sediments or fish tissue. 

Therefore, the proposed plan should be improved to incorporate ecological restoration in tandem with 
the sediment cleanup process, so that the river is both cleaner and more ecologically functional and 
sustainable. The final plan should have specific and aggressive eco logical objectives in terms of bank 
habitat, emergent and submerged aquatic vegetation, areas for fish propagation and protection, and 
shellfish habitat . Achieving these object ives will likely require a much more sophisticated approach to 
the dredging and capping process, so that the appropriate substrate for ecosystem development is in 
place. 

The ecological objectives should be closely linked to ecosystem function of the river bank and adjacent 
upland areas. A river ecosystem is not limited to the submerged area, but depends highly on the 
riparian area as wel l. Providing these targets will also provide opportunities for integrated Natural 
Resource Damage projects regarding the riparian habitat that is outside of any dredging areas. 

Sustainable Remedies Are Necessary 

The PRC has several concerns regarding the extent to which the proposal plan maximizes sustainable 
approaches to ecosystem improvements. As a nation, we must be more cognizant of sustainabil ity as a 
fundamental concept of societal well-being. 

1. Relationship to Other Operable Units of the Superfund Site 

The proposed plan focuses on t he lower 8.3 miles as the reach with the highest contaminant levels. We 
acknowledge the purpose of th is targeting, but we also recognize that the Lower Passaic River is an 
interconnected whole. Isolation of one reach from the upstream and downstream reaches is not 
possible. Cleanup of an entire river section is fundamentally different from the vast majority of 
Superfund sites, which are stable sites with far less interaction beyond their borders. Contaminated 
sediments will continue to be mobilized by floods, tides and storm surge during the entire design and 
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implementation process, within the lower 8.3 miles and from both upstream and downstream areas. 
The inevitable result is cross-contamination and recontamination during and after the project. 
However, delaying action until approved plans exist for the remaining areas of concern also is 
problematic, as the enti re situation will only deteriorate further. 

Therefore, the PRC recommends that USEPA move toward proposal and adoption of cleanup plans for 
the remaining Operable Units (RM 8.3 to Dundee Dam; upper Newark Bay} so that implementation of 
these segments overlaps with implementation for the current segment, to the maximum extent 
possible. We understand from the Cooperating Parties Group that their RI/FS will be completed by the 
end of 2014, providing information that should, if comprehensive, provide sufficient information on the 
upstream and downstream Operable Units to serve as the basis for EPA decisions regard ing those areas. 
The RI/FS should also provide useful information to refine the proposal plan for RM 0 to 8.3. The less 
time that transpires between completion of the initial project and the remaining segments, the better 
the river will be. 

2. Dredged Materials Management 

The proposed plan envisions "off-site" disposal of the dredged materials. The PRC has previously 
objected to the concept of transferring the Passaic River's problem to someone else's backyard. 
Disposal of these materials in distant landfills is the antithesis of sustainability. We also reject the 
concept of Contained Aquatic Disposal as a solution, unless used for cleaned sediments- it would move 
the problem rather than solve it. Rather, the PRC continues to believe strongly that dredged materials 
should be processed in a manner that allows for beneficial reuse, at locations that are both safe for the 
public and environment and provide local jobs. Presentations from EPA indicate that the cost of 
decontamination and beneficial reuse is not significantly different from that of off-site disposal. We 
note that decontamination facilities should be at a location well removed from residential 
neighborhoods in the area to avoid environmental justice issues. 

3. Permanent Cap Maintenance 

A design that requires perpetual maintenance in an uncontrollable environment is not a permanent 
solution. Unlike many brownfield properties where a cap can be visually inspected at any time and is 
within a controlled setting, the proposed cap would be within a river that routinely floods (e.g., 
Hurricane Irene) and is subject to major storm surge (e.g., Hurricane Sandy}. There is no means by 
which the river can be controlled; these are natural events and exert major stress forces on the river 
bottom and banks. We should never underestimate the ability of natural forces to disrupt artificial 
structures. Routine visual inspection of the cap will not be feasible, as it would be at least several feet 
below the surface. These issues are in addition to the problem discussed above, regarding the 
ecological impacts of using an armored river bottom instead of a more natural substrate. 

The PRC concludes that our society lacks the governance mechanisms to ensure perpetual maintenance 
of a non-visible cap that is subject to major physical stresses due to natural conditions. There is every 
reason to believe that maintenance will become a low priority in the foreseeable future, with resulting 
degradation of the cap. The use of a cap should be minimized through improved clean-up options. 
Where a cap cannot be avoided, however, the project plan should incorporate a mechanism with a 
permanent source of funding (i.e., a "sinking fund"} with a separate corporate structure so that the 
maintenance system is no longer dependent on the responsible parties and also cannot be interfered 
with by governmental agencies that might want to divert the funds to other uses. 
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The Lower Passaic River has been used historically for freight movement by barge and small ship, though 
that traffic has declined a great deal over the years. While the river's industrial past is unlikely to repeat, 
other uses of the navigation channel are possible as the river recovers, from personal watercraft to 
larger boats, ferries and the like. We can't know what the future will bring, and therefore some 
navigability of the river should be maintained so that potential uses may be accommodated. That being 
said, the most likely boat traffic in the future will be pleasure craft. If a choice must be made between 
improving the river ecosystem and maintaining a channel for freight traffic, the PRC would choose the 
former. In addition, we note that any navigation channel in the Lower Passaic is necessarily linked with 
navigation channels in Newark Bay and must be addressed as a network, likely requiring additional 
dredging. 

Ancillary to the navigation channel are the necessary dock and access facilities. The cleanup design 
must incorporate provisions for creation and maintenance of docking facilities, boat ramps and other 
access points. Similar to the ecosystem issues discussed above, from a recreational boating perspective 
a project that results in a clean but inaccessible river is an unacceptable result. 

Worst First 

While the reach from RM 0 to 8.3 may have the highest level of contaminants, it is highly unlikely that all 
areas are equally contaminated. Further, it will be impossible to address all parts of the reach 
simultaneously, to avoid problems with staging, barge traffic, etc. To the extent feasible while avoiding 
inefficiencies and recontamination or cross-contamination, the areas at highest ri sk of affecting human 
health and ecosystem integrity should be addressed first, to more quickly eliminate the worst problems. 
These may involve the most contaminated sediments, but also cou ld involve areas with highly mobile 
sediments. Addressing "worst first" is similar to the approach already taken in the river at the Lister 
Avenue site and RM 10.9. 

The Lower Passaic River as Part of a Broader River System and Economy 

A fundamental problem with the Superfund program as a whole is that it does not effectively engage 
the broader context of issues affecting or affected by the site . It views the issue through the lens of the 
"contaminated site" without recognizing that, in this instance, the Lower Passaic River is affected by the 
entire upstream river basin. Sediments and contaminants move down the river continually. As noted in 
our 2012 comments to the NRRB, the Harbor Estuary Program's focus on a regional sediment 
management approach is critical to ultimate success of this Superfund project. Unfortunately, 
complementary actions that could be taken to improve the viability of the Lower Passaic cleanup are not 
addressed in the project plan. USEPA needs to envision approaches (perhaps in collaboration with other 
fed eral agencies) that could be used in this manner. Again, the proposed cleanup plan need not be 
delayed, as both the cleanup and efforts to reduce sediment movement from upstream area could 
proceed in parallel. 

Likewise, the project should be fully cognizant of the economic context of Lower Passaic River 
municipalities. A project of th is nature should be integrated with economic planning and 
redevelopment actions so that the region gains the maximum benefit for the expenditures involved. 
The PRC does not envision increasing the project costs, necessarily, but rather investing time and effort 
on thinking beyond the confines of the Superfund cleanup itself. The purpose of the cleanup is not just 
to meet a standard, but to improve the river to the benefit of society. Integration with redevelopment, 
social objectives and neighborhood improvements can provide significant leverage. To the extent that 
Natural Resource Damage funds are available, they can be used to facilitate additional improvement 
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projects that address this need for broader integration. A narrow view of the purpose for t his cleanup 
project will damage the potentia l benefit s unnecessarily. 

Integration of Actions 

Experience with the RM 10.9 cleanup shows clearly that the number and condition of the bridges over 
the Lower Passaic River pose a major constraint on the speed (and therefore cost) of implementation. 
With bridges this old, we should be certain that Murphy' s Law will apply- what can go wrong will go 
wrong - along with the corollary that it will go wrong at the worst possible times. Given the experience 
with RM 10.9, EPA's anticipated 5 year schedule to remove 4.3 million cubic yards at a cost of $1.7 
billion seems overly optimistic. 

Rather than hope for the best, USEPA and the owners of these bridges should assume the worst and 
plan for it. Integration with transportation system improvements wi ll be critical. Targeted bridge 
improvements might substantia lly reduce the likelihood of project delays. USEPA and others should 
consider whether a combination of NJDOT funds and cleanup project fu nds could be used to achieve 
cleanup cost reductions. Other Superfund projects have required the construction of access roads and 
other transportation improvements to make the project possible and cost-effective. A similar argument 
is appropriate here. We may find that spending more in one area reduces costs even more in another. 

Conclusions 

Action is certainly needed. The Lower Passaic River communities and publ ic interests have waited far 
too long for comprehensive action, as beneficia l as the initial cleanup projects may have been. The PRC 
strongly urges USEPA to improve the proposed plan using two genera l approaches. First, incorporate 
decision and design improvements that address as many of the issues discussed above as is feasible 
without extensive delay of project startup. Second, immediately move to design and implementation of 
cleanup plans for the other segments, further improvements to the project plan within the RM 0 to 8.3 
reach that can be incorporated through adaptive management planning, and integration of the Lower 
Passaic River Superfund Site actions with broader river basin management to reduce the potent ial for 
recontamination of the Lower Passaic due to sediment movement from the non-tidal river. 

Sincerely, 

~s~~ 
Chair 
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Yeh, Alice

From: Catherine Kelleher <prckelleher@gmail.com>

Sent: Wednesday, August 20, 2014 1:32 PM

To: Region2 PassaicLower8MileComments

Cc: Laurie Howard

Subject: PRCcomments on Lower Passaic Cleanup Plan for RM 0 to 8.3

Attachments: 08202014131639.pdf

Dear Ms. Yeh, 

Attached should be our comments letter dated August 20, 2014. 

Thanks 
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Yeh, Alice

From: Conserve <jonathan@jaffecom.com>

Sent: Sunday, August 10, 2014 6:16 PM

To: Region2 PassaicLower8MileComments

Cc: jonathan@jaffecom.com

Subject: Help Save the Lower Passaic  - Email to EPA

Ms. Alice Yeh 

Remedial Project Manager, EPA 

290 Broadway, 19th floor 

New York, NY 10007-1866 

Dear Ms. Yeh, 

The EPA should more seriously review and consider other alternatives to its proposed 4.3 million cubic yard 

“bank to bank” dredge, such as a targeted “Sustainable Remedy” that would clean the entire River faster, with 

results comparable to those promised by the EPA’s bank-to-bank proposal and with reduced impact on the host 

communities. 

Thank you. 

Adam Hulse 

adamhulse@earthlink.net 
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Yeh, Alice

From: Conserve <jonathan@jaffecom.com>

Sent: Monday, August 11, 2014 11:38 AM

To: Region2 PassaicLower8MileComments

Cc: jonathan@jaffecom.com

Subject: Help Save the Lower Passaic  - Email to EPA

Ms. Alice Yeh 

Remedial Project Manager, EPA 

290 Broadway, 19th floor 

New York, NY 10007-1866 

Dear Ms. Yeh, 

The EPA should more seriously review and consider other alternatives to its proposed 4.3 million cubic yard 

“bank to bank” dredge, such as a targeted “Sustainable Remedy” that would clean the entire River faster, with 

results comparable to those promised by the EPA’s bank-to-bank proposal and with reduced impact on the host 

communities. 

Thank you. 

Dudley Hulse 

doughulse@earthlink.net 

7 Edge Road 

Alpha 

New Jersey 

08865 

908-454-4770 
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Yeh, Alice

From: Conserve <jonathan@jaffecom.com>

Sent: Sunday, August 10, 2014 6:17 PM

To: Region2 PassaicLower8MileComments

Cc: jonathan@jaffecom.com

Subject: Help Save the Lower Passaic  - Email to EPA

Ms. Alice Yeh 

Remedial Project Manager, EPA 

290 Broadway, 19th floor 

New York, NY 10007-1866 

Dear Ms. Yeh, 

The EPA should more seriously review and consider other alternatives to its proposed 4.3 million cubic yard 

“bank to bank” dredge, such as a targeted “Sustainable Remedy” that would clean the entire River faster, with 

results comparable to those promised by the EPA’s bank-to-bank proposal and with reduced impact on the host 

communities. 

Thank you. 

Lauren Hulse 

laurencroasdale@gmail.com 

 

 



1

Yeh, Alice

From: Conserve <jonathan@jaffecom.com>

Sent: Monday, August 11, 2014 11:40 AM

To: Region2 PassaicLower8MileComments

Cc: jonathan@jaffecom.com

Subject: Help Save the Lower Passaic  - Email to EPA

Ms. Alice Yeh 

Remedial Project Manager, EPA 

290 Broadway, 19th floor 

New York, NY 10007-1866 

Dear Ms. Yeh, 

The EPA should more seriously review and consider other alternatives to its proposed 4.3 million cubic yard 

“bank to bank” dredge, such as a targeted “Sustainable Remedy” that would clean the entire River faster, with 

results comparable to those promised by the EPA’s bank-to-bank proposal and with reduced impact on the host 

communities. 

Thank you. 

Nanette Hulse 

nanettehulse@earthlink.net 

7 Edge Road 

Alpha 

New Jersey 

08865 

908-454-4770 
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Yeh, Alice

From: Catherine Hunt <cchunt205@yahoo.com>

Sent: Wednesday, August 13, 2014 1:07 AM

To: Region2 PassaicLower8MileComments

Subject: Passaic River

To Whom It May Concern: 
 
This letter is to request that you fully clean up the Passaic River. Please require the polluters of the 
river to pay for cleaning it up. Please implement: 

Alternative 2 is a full bank to bank dredging of the lower 8.3 miles to depths of 20-30' that would 
totally remove the contaminants and permit boating to return to its pre-1950 levels. 
Alternative 2 would permit new docks, boat ramps, and bulkheads to be built.  No maintenance is 
required with Alternative 2.  
 
Thank you for your attention, 
 
Catherine Hunt 
cchunt205@yahoo.com 
 



May 27, 2014 

K&L GATES LLP 
ONE NEWARK CENTER 

TENTH FLOOR 

NEWARK, NJ 07102 

T 973.848.4000 F 973.848.4001 

Mr. Walter Mugdan, Director 
Emergency and Remedial Response Division 
United States Environmental Protection Agency 
Region II 
290 Broadway 
New York, NY 1 0007-1866 

William H. Hyatt, Jr. 
D 973.848.4045 
F 973.848.4001 
william.hyatt@klgates.com 

Re: Diamond Alkali Site - Lower Passaic River Study Area 
Request for Extension of Public Comment Period on Proposed Plan and 
Focused Feasibility Study 

Dear Mr. Mugdan: 

I am writing on behalf of the Cooperating Parties Group (CPG) in response to 
your letter dated May 6, 2014. While the CPG has separately requested an appeal of 
EPA's decision regarding the length of the public comment period for the Proposed Plan 
and Focused Feasibility Study, I wanted to respond to the last two paragraphs in your 
letter. 

While EPA has shared information during the Community Advisory Group (CAG) 
meetings, that information is intended for consumption by the general public and does 
not contain the type of data analysis and detail required to fully understand the work the 
agency has done. The CPG has repeatedly requested such information and has not 
received timely responses from the agency. 

For example, the CPG provided Region 2 with a series of modeling code, input 
. and output files in December 2013. In the letter transmitting same, the CPG requested 
the Region's latest modeling code used for the FFS. The CPG followed-up on its 
request in writing on January 3, 2014 but Region 2 did not respond to the request until 
March 12, 2014. The delay was surprising, since the Region presented its modeling 
results to the CAG in January 2014 and completed its FFS modeling appendices in 
February 2014 (according to the date stamps on FFS reports found on our.passaic.org). 
With respect to the risk assessments, the CPG has identified significant differences 
between the Ecological Risk Assessments being performed for the 17 -mile LPRSA 

Anthony P. La Rocco, Adminl;tratlve Partner, New Jersey 

klgates.com 
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RI/FS and the 8-mile Proposed Plan. Prior to the release of the Proposed Plan, the 
CPG was not aware that the Region was considering approaches for the Proposed Plan 
that were inconsistent with the Problem Formulation Document for the LPRSA RI/FS, 
which was approved by EPA nearly five years ago. Information on this FFS approach to 
ecological risk assessment has not been provided and is not set forth in the 
administrative record file. 

In addition to the above examples, the CPG also believes that the administrative 
record file is incomplete, as evidenced by the numerous Freedom on Information Action 
(FOIA) requests submitted by the CPG, which request critical data necessary to 
evaluate the Proposed Plan. This information should have been made available to the 
public as part of the administrative record. Furthermore, the document repository at the 
Newark Public Library does not contain the full admir.~istrative record file, thereby limiting 
what information is available to the local community for review. 

cc: Eric Schaaf, ORC 
Raymond Basso, ERRD 
Alice Yeh, ERRD 
Sarah Flanagan, ORC 
Patricia Hick, ORC 

Very truly yours, 

·u_ 
Willia~Jr. 



June 30, 2014 

K&L GATES LLP 
ONE NEWARK CENTER 

TENTH FLOOR 

NEWARK, NJ 07102 

T 973.848.4000 F 973.848.4001 

Mr. Walter Mugdan, Director 
Emergency and Remedial Response Division 
United States Environmental Protection Agency 
Region II 
290 Broadway 
New York, NY 10007-1866 

William H. Hyatt, Jr. 
D 973.848.4045 
F 973.848.4001 
william.hyatt@klgates.com 

Re: Diamond Alkali Site - Lower Passaic River Study Area 
EPA Statements at Passaic River Institute Event 
Montclair University, June 2, 2014 

Dear Mr. Mugdan: 

I am writing on behalf of the Cooperating Parties Group (CPG) in response to comments 
made by you and Alice Yeh, EPA remedial project manager, at the Passaic River Institute 
("PRI") event on June 2, 2014. 

I would like first to thank you for publicly differentiating the CPG's cooperative efforts 
from the absence of cooperation from Tierra, Maxus, and Occidental (TMO), which have not 
contributed to the River Mile 10.9 project notwithstanding the Unilateral Administrative Order 
EPA issued to Occidental or moved forward with the Phase 2 removal of 160,000 cubic yards at 
Lister Avenue. 

The CPG's goal is the successful remediation of the Lower Passaic River and we share 
the EPA's definition of a successful remedy as one that is protective of human health and the 
environment. 

The CPG agrees with Congressman Pascrell's statement that there is a need to develop 
a consensus on how to move forward. Our concern is that EPA's proposed remedy, which 
lacks precedent, scientific justification, and a coherent implementation approach, does not 
provide the basis for building consensus, particularly as it will not withstand technical review. 
The proposed remedy is scientifically flawed and does not consider the significant volume of 
information developed, with regulatory oversight, by the RifFS. As a consequence of failing to 
integrate all the available information, the proposed remedy's conceptual model does not 
accurately reflect the complex processes at work in the Lower Passaic River. More importantly, 
the proposed remedy fails to achieve an effective reduction in risk and any risk reduction it 
obtains cannot be sustained. 

Anthony P. La Rocco, Administtatlv~ Partner, New Jersey 

klgates.com 
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The scientific methods and analysis used to develop the Sustainable Remedy are more 
robust than those used in developing the bank-to-bank dredge. Unlike the bank-to-bank 
dredge, the Sustainable Remedy follows EPA guidance for management of sediment sites and 
procedures for addressing uncertainty by incorporating adaptive management concepts. It is 
inaccurate, therefore, as stated by the EPA at the June 2 event, to characterize the Sustainable 
Remedy as more conceptual in nature than the bank-to-bank dredge. The Sustainable Remedy 
has been effectively developed over several years and integrates all of the information collected 
since 2000. It is based on an in-depth analysis of the contaminants, transport mechanisms for 
the entire 17 -mile River, and credible assessments of risks to human health and the 
environment. As a result, the Sustainable Remedy is an optimal solution that achieves credible 
risk reduction with a lesser impact on the environment and the community. 

The Region's approach for determining sediment contamination levels in the Lower 
Passaic River is an overly simplistic method that purposely ignores the sedimentological 
process at work in the River. Its portrayal of sediment in the lower 8 miles of the Passaic River 
as roughly homogenous is inconsistent with the more detailed examination of the data that is 
nearing completion as part of the RI/FS. The data demonstrates clear areas of higher 
contamination that are readily delineated. These areas can be remediated faster as a targeted 
removal approach rather than engaging in a decades-long bank-to-bank approach. Moreover, 
the implementation approach described in the FFS is highly conceptual, relying on unrealistic 
dredging rates and severely underestimating the impacts this approach will have on the local 
community. The proposed remedy also fails to acknowledge the urban nature of the Lower 
Passaic, including the abundance and capacity of infrastructure that will severely impact 
dredging schedules and rates. During its public meetings, several concerned citizens asked 
how the EPA intends to remove hundreds of times more sediment than were removed during 
the RM 10.9 project, an effort which took about 10 months, in only 5 years. Their concerns 
focused on issues such as recontamination and impacts on boaters, commuters (traffic), and 
business growth. 

The EPA seems to have given very little thought to how the dredging will be 
accomplished. Instead, the EPA alludes to a nearly round-the-clock removal effort that is not 
achievable in the real world. Rather than proposing a realistic plan, the EPA has simply stated 
that this crucial element of the viability of the bank-to-bank dredge, as well as community 
impacts, will be "figured out during the design phase." We urge the EPA to put on the record 
thorough and thoughtful answers to these very important questions raised by the community. 

In addition, the narrow focus of the bank-to-bank dredge in reducing risk related to 
sediment only leaves unaddressed the broader issues facing the River. By the Region's own 
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admission, this remedy will not achieve the goal of eliminating fishing bans and will require 
additional work in other parts of the River. The EPA has chosen to ignore its own guidance on 
managing uncertainty in complex river systems, which guidance requires the application of 
adaptive management principles during the decision making process, and has instead pushed 
forward with a massive remediation program that attempts to manage uncertainty by over 
simplification of the River processes. The key problem with this approach is that when the 
EPA's program fails to achieve its goals, no new understanding of the River will have been 
achieved. In short, the EPA's program is a gamble that is likely to cost billions of dollars and 
impose decades of disturbances on the communities along the River. In contrast, the adaptive 
management principles of the Sustainable Remedy guarantee the best outcome because the 
approach evaluates the progress being made during the remediation process, with the 
knowledge gained being used to refine the process and improve the outcome. 

By also ignoring issues of storm water runoff, discharge from sewage treatment plants, 
and other critical issues facing the River, it is highly unlikely that the bank-to-bank dredge will 
make substantial progress toward the fishable and swimmable River that the local communities 
anticipate as a result of the Proposed Plan. The Sustainable Remedy, on the other hand, will 
address the entire 17 miles of the River, guarantees the best outcome, will be accomplished 
quicker than the EPA's approach, and embraces, rather than ignores, the EPA's own guidance 
on how to manage the Passaic River. 

We hope that future presentations by the Region will focus more on an objective 
discussion of all of the issues facing the Lower Passaic River toward the common goal of 
successful remediation and less on selling the community on a massive dredge project that is 
not in its best interest. 

cc. Congressman Bill Pascrell, Jr. 

Since[. 

William~ 



August 7, 2014 

K&L GATES LLP 
ONE NEWARK CENTER 

TENTH FLOOR 

NEWARK, NJ 07102 

T +1 973 848 4000 F +1 973 848 4001 klgates.com 

Mr. Walter Mugdan, Director 
Emergency and Remedial Response Division 
United States Environmental Protection Agency 
Region II 
290 Broadway 
New York, NY 1 0007-1866 

Re: Lower Passaic River Study Area 

Dear Mr. Mugdan: 

William H. Hyatt, Jr. 
973.848.4045 
Fax: 973.848.4001 
William.Hyatt@klgates.com 

I am writing on behalf of the Cooperating Parties Group (CPG) in response to your letter 
dated June 23, 2014. We appreciate your response to the CPG's letters to Deputy 
Administrator Bob Perciasepe and Assistant Administrator Mathy Stanislaus dated between 
February 6 and March 24, 2014 ("CPG Letters"). We also appreciate EPA's recognition of the 
work that the CPG has accomplished under the RI/FS AOC and RM 10.9 Removal Action AOC, 
and EPA Headquarters' assurance that it will continue to be closely involved as EPA moves 
forward with decisions for the site. 

Although we will not reiterate the points stated in the CPG Letters, which we continue to 
maintain, the CPG is compelled to respond to some of the statements of your letter. 

First, your letter states that EPA will accept new written comments on the Proposed Plan 
during the public comment period and the CPG Letters will not be considered comments to the 
Proposed Plan. The CPG disagrees with this position. The CPG will be submitting detailed 
comments regarding the Proposed Plan for the administrative record by the August 20, 2014 
deadline. However, the CPG Letters should also be a part of the administrative record file for 
the LPRSA pursuant to 40 C.F.R. Part 300, Subpart I (Administrative Record for Selection of 
Response Action). In fact, the same is true for all of the CPG's submissions and deliverables to 
EPA throughout the CPG's work on the LPRSA since the RI/FS AOC was entered in May 2007, 
as such documents should help form the basis for the selection of a response action for the site. 

Second, your letter states that EPA expects to employ an adaptive management 
approach in regard to any remedial alternative selected during the remedial design and 
implementation of the remedy. However, this approach is inconsistent with EPA's 2005 
Contaminated Sediment Remediation Guidance for Hazardous Waste Sites, which calls for 
adaptive management in the decision making process. In contrast, the Region is proposing to 
make a final, massive remedial decision that precludes any interim decisions on how best to 
approach the remedy. 

Anthony P. La Rocco, Administrative Partner, New Jersey 

klgates.com 
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Finally, the CPG disagrees with EPA's statement that selection of a bank-to-bank 
remedy and capping will not set a precedent for other records of decision and EPA will continue 
to make each decision based on its merits, considering site-specific circumstances within the 
nine-criteria remedy selection framework. Region 2 has taken the exact opposite approach and 
has not considered site-specific circumstances in the Proposed Plan/FFS. For example, Region 
2's exposure assumptions in the FFS Human Health Risk Assessment are not realistic and do 
not reflect the site-specific data that was developed at great effort and cost during the RI/FS, 
which results in overstated estimates of current and future risk. . Similarly, Region 2's 
assessment of fish and wildlife risks relies on screening-level type assumptions that has 
resulted in misleading hazard quotients that overestimate risk. As will be described further in 
the CPG's comments on the Proposed Plan, such approaches by Region 2 are inconsistent with 
the NCP, applicable EPA guidance, and the direction Region 2 has provided to the CPG in 
carrying out the RifFS. 

We hope that EPA will give full and fair consideration to the CPG's comments on the 
Proposed Plan/FFS and, as your letter indicates, to the potential remedial alternatives that are 
developed within the RifFS AOC framework, such that EPA will choose to set aside the 
Proposed Plan/FFS and await completion of the NCP-compliant RI/FS. 

Very !!.:.ours, 

William~. 
cc: Sarah P. Flanagan, Region 2 Office of Regional Counsel (via electronic mail) 
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Yeh, Alice

From: Kluesner, Dave

Sent: Friday, May 09, 2014 7:46 AM

To: Region2 PassaicLower8MileComments; Yeh, Alice; Basso, Ray; Flanagan, Sarah; Hick, 

Patricia

Subject: Fw: EPA's Proposal to Clean Up the Lower Eight Mile of the Passaic River: Links to fact 

sheets in English, Spanish and Portuguese

From: Secretary Ironbound Super Neighbor Council <ironbound.sncc.corrs.sec@gmail.com> 

Sent: Thursday, May 8, 2014 10:51:02 PM 

To: Kluesner, Dave 

Subject: Re: EPA's Proposal to Clean Up the Lower Eight Mile of the Passaic River: Links to fact sheets in English, Spanish 

and Portuguese  

  

Hi Dave Thanks for the links.  You might want to make it a little clearer in the presentation that those found to 

be responsible for the pollution will have to pay for it.  A lot of people who spoke to me got the idea that it was 

going to be expensive for us the taxpayers. 

 

On Tue, May 6, 2014 at 4:11 PM, Kluesner, Dave <kluesner.dave@epa.gov> wrote: 

 

A century of industrialization and development throughout the Passaic River watershed have left behind toxic 

muck on the bottom and banks of the Passaic River.  From Newark Bay to the Dundee Dam in Garfield, New 

Jersey, a section of the river referred to as the Lower Passaic River, the sediment is severely contaminated with 

dioxins, polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs), mercury, lead and other metals, as well as pesticides and other 

harmful chemicals. Learn more about the problems by reading the fact sheet: 

  

•    The Passaic River's Polluted Past [PDF 1.3 MB, 4 pp] | Português [PDF 4 MB, 2 pp] | Español 
[PDF 3.9 MB, 2 pp]  

On April 11, 2014, the EPA proposed a cleanup plan for the lower eight miles of the river. The proposed plan 

was released for public review and comment. Of the cleanup alternatives evaluated, the EPA is proposing 

“Capping with Dredging for Flooding & Navigation” with “Off-Site Disposal of Dredged Materials”. The 
EPA will hold three public meetings during the public comment period that runs through July 21, 
2014 to present the EPA’s cleanup proposal and the other options that were considered. The EPA is 
particularly interested in comments on the choice of dredged material disposal options (whether off-
site disposal or disposal in a container at the bottom of Newark Bay is preferable) and on whether 
shallower depths in the lower 2.2 miles of the river than those proposed in Alternative 3 might still 
accommodate reasonably anticipated future uses of that section of the river. Learn more about the 

proposal by reading the fact sheet: 

  

•    An Overview of EPA's Proposed Cleanup Plan [PDF 1 MB, 4 pp] | Português [PDF 1.7 MB, 2 pp] 
| Español [PDF 1.7 MB, 2 pp] 
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The EPA conducted a multi-year “Focused Feasibility Study” of an eight mile section of the Lower Passaic 

River. The study evaluated three cleanup options to address contaminated sediment in this area of the river, as 

well as a fourth option of taking no action.  Learn more about the options that were evaluated by reading the 

fact sheet: 

•    Cleanup Options Overview [PDF 1.6 MB, 2 pp]  

The cleanup proposal can be viewed at: Proposed Plan [PDF 2 MB, 46 pp]  

  

David Kluesner 

U.S. EPA - Manhattan Office 

Public Affairs Division 

290 Broadway, NY, NY 10007 

  

work:  212 637-3653 

cell:  347 330-9439 

  

 

  

www.epa.gov/region2 

https://blog.epa.gov/greeningtheapple/ 

https://twitter.com/EPAregion2 

https://www.facebook.com/eparegion2 

  

 

 

 

 

--  

"One from Many" 

Community stakeholders partnering for a better quality of life in the Ironbound. 

 



3

WWW.IronboundSuperNeighborhoodCouncil.org 
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Yeh, Alice

From: Conserve <jonathan@jaffecom.com>

Sent: Tuesday, August 05, 2014 6:47 AM

To: Region2 PassaicLower8MileComments

Cc: jonathan@jaffecom.com

Subject: Help Save the Lower Passaic  - Email to EPA

Ms. Alice Yeh 

Remedial Project Manager, EPA 

290 Broadway, 19th floor 

New York, NY 10007-1866 

Dear Ms. Yeh, 

The EPA should more seriously review and consider other alternatives to its proposed 4.3 million cubic yard 

“bank to bank” dredge, such as a targeted “Sustainable Remedy” that would clean the entire River faster, with 

results comparable to those promised by the EPA’s bank-to-bank proposal and with reduced impact on the host 

communities. 

Thank you. 

Jonathan Jaffe 

jaffecom@gmail.com 

45 Academy St 

Newark 

NJ 

07102 

9733150300 
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Yeh, Alice

From: D J <daj2000@hotmail.com>

Sent: Tuesday, August 05, 2014 3:24 PM

To: Region2 PassaicLower8MileComments

Subject: Public comment on the Lower Passaic River Restoration

Importance: High

Alice Yeh, Remedial Project Manager 

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 

290 Broadway, 19th Floor 

New York, NY 10007-1866 

 

Hello Ms Yeh,  

 

Per the description below, this is to express my support for Alternative 2 of the Lower Passaic River 

Restoration. Let's have the more permanent solution.  

 

Thank you,  

 

Doug Janecek 

7 Van Vleck St, Apt 1 

Montclair, NJ  07042 

Date: Tue, 5 Aug 2014 13:53:44 -0400 

From: dyennior@GMAIL.COM 

Subject: [NJ-GATEWAY-NEWS] With Corrections: Public Comment Period ends 8/20/14 on the Lower Passaic 

River Restoration 

To: NJ-GATEWAY-NEWS@LISTS.SIERRACLUB.ORG 

  Calling all Activists: 

 

The EPA is closing the public comment period on August 20, 2014 regarding the 

Lower Passaic River Restoration.  Being considered are two Alternatives: 2 & 

3.  The goal is to remove or cap the contaminants in the first 8.3 miles of the 

Passaic River which contain Dioxin, PCBs, Mercury, Copper and DDT among other 

toxic pollutants that have rendered the river unsafe.  Alternative 2 calls for a 

total dredging to remove all toxins from industrial pollution.  Alternative 3 

unfortunately caps the River at its current depth after up to 80 years of no 

dredging and sets a bad precedent by not holding polluters fully responsible for 

their actions.  We need each person to send an email or fax a letter to the 

following address ASAP: 

 

Written comments should be sent to:  
Alice Yeh, Remedial Project Manager 
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U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
290 Broadway, 19th Floor 
New York, NY 10007-1866 
Fax: (212) 637-4439 

e-mail: PassaicLower8MileComments.Region2@epa.gov   

 

The Passaic River Boat Club, the Gateway Group and the NJ Chapter of the 

Sierra Club unanimously support Alternative 2. 

Alternative 2 is a full bank to bank dredging of the lower 8.3 miles to depths of 

20-30' that would totally remove the contaminants and permit boating to return 

to its pre-1950 levels:  passenger ships, yachts, commercial boating, fire and 

police boats.  Alternative 2 would permit new docks, boat ramps, and bulkheads 

to be built.  No maintenance is required with Alternative 2.  Alternative 2 holds 

the polluters fully responsible and is truly a Restoration of the Passaic River.  The 

EPA is rushing a decision that will be FINAL.  Therefore it is urgent that each 

environmentalist submit a comment.  We would ask that each person and/or 

organization issue a simple statement identifying yourselves and supporting 

Alternative 2. 

 

The Lower Passaic River Citizens Advisory Group (CAG), the NJDEP, the USEPA 

prefer Alternative 3 which sets a huge precedent of not holding polluters 

responsible for their actions.  Alternative 3 dredges only the first two miles, 

ending near the current Covanta Plant and the former Diamond Shamrock Plant 

which was the source of the Dioxin.  The final 6.3 miles would then be dredged 

to a depth of 2', bank to bank, then capped with rocks and sand.  Bank to bank 

capping has never been done before.  Emergency dredging/capping was done at 

the10.9 mile marker last year at a cost of $25Million.  The sand is already 

washing away at 10.9 and exposing the rocks below, posing a hazard to 

boating.  Alternative 3 would also require regular costly maintenance.  

 

The Alternative 3 Capping results in No Improved Boating, a NO WAKE POLICY 

and a NO ANCHOR POLICY.  The River would be capped after 80 years of silting, 

leaving the mud flats that prevent boats to reach the shore line, except at high 

tide.  New docks, boat ramps, bulkheads, and shoreline development would be 

prohibited.  The depth would prohibit yachts, passenger and sight seeing boats 

from bringing fans to Red Bull Stadium, the Gateway Center, NJPAC, Hampton 

Hotel, and nearby restaurants.  The unimproved depth would prohibit the return 

of commercial shipping to North Newark.  Capping leaves the bulk of the 

contaminated sediment in the River.  Alternative 3 is a huge mistake, waste of 

money, and squanders our chance to really Restore the Passaic River. 

 

Anyone with questions can call or email me.  Please copy me on any comments 

to the EPA.   Please forward to your list serves and friends. 

 

  Thank you for submitting your anticipated letter to the EPA advocating for Alternative 2.   

 

David Yennior 
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  CAG Member 

Gateway Group Chair 

NJ Sierra Club 

Passaic River Issues Coordinator 

 
David Yennior, MA 

Sierra Club, NJ Chapter 
Gateway Group Chair 

Passaic River Issues Coordinator 

6 Essex Street #40 

Belleville, NJ 07109 

973-844-1384 

dyennior@gmail.com 
http://newjersey.sierraclub.org/Gateway/ 

 

 

 

 

 

 

- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 

To join the Sierra Club, go to: http://action.sierraclub.org/site/PageServer?pagename=Main_Join_or_Give 

NJ-Gateway-News List Info & Archives: http://lists.sierraclub.org/archives/NJ-GATEWAY-NEWS.html 

NJ Sierra Club Gateway Group Website: http://newjersey.sierraclub.org/gateway/ 

NJ Chapter Online Events Calendar: http://newjersey.sierraclub.org/nj_calendar.asp 

If you wish to Subscribe or Unsubscribe from this list, please visit: http://lists.sierraclub.org/archives/NJ-

GATEWAY-NEWS.html 

Sign up to receive Sierra Club Insider, the flagship e-newsletter. Sent out twice a month, it features the Club's 

latest news and activities. Subscribe and view recent editions at http://www.sierraclub.org/insider/ 



Alice Y eh, Remedial Project Manager 
Environmental Protection Agency 
290 Broadway, 19th Floor 
New York, New York 10007-1866 

Sincerqly, 
\ 

Date: 



Alice Y eh, Remedial Project Manager 
Environmental Protection Agency 
290 Broadway, 19th Floor 
New York, New York 10007-1866 
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Yeh, Alice

From: Conserve <jonathan@jaffecom.com>

Sent: Wednesday, August 06, 2014 10:13 AM

To: Region2 PassaicLower8MileComments

Cc: jonathan@jaffecom.com

Subject: Help Save the Lower Passaic  - Email to EPA

Ms. Alice Yeh 

Remedial Project Manager, EPA 

290 Broadway, 19th floor 

New York, NY 10007-1866 

Dear Ms. Yeh, 

The EPA should more seriously review and consider other alternatives to its proposed 4.3 million cubic yard 

“bank to bank” dredge, such as a targeted “Sustainable Remedy” that would clean the entire River faster, with 

results comparable to those promised by the EPA’s bank-to-bank proposal and with reduced impact on the host 

communities. 

Thank you. 

Frank Jones 

frankajones@comcast.net 

324 Hillcrest Avenue 

Blackwood  

NJ  

08012 

856-374-7599 



Exploring Open Data Sets for Improved Health of the Lower Passaic River

Web Maps Combining Tissue 
Samples and Core Samples

Proximity Analysis of Superfund 
Footprints and Tissue Samples

3D Imaging of Bathymetric Changes Between 
1989 and 2004

Data Sources
Spatial analysis of the lower Passiac River relied critically on information posted on the Lower Passaic River Restoration Website: www.ourpassaic.org [downloaded 27 June 2014].  Specifically, the Passaic River Public Digital Library provided 
comprehensive spatial data sets of bathymetry, core samples, and tissue samples.

Acknowledgements
This project was made possible by participation in ESS 302, Geographic Information Systems, taught at Drew University, and the EPA TRI University Challenge, 2013-2014.  The software and hardware used were provided by the Spatial Data Center 
at Drew University, financed with the help of generous grants from the Andrew Mellon foundation and NASA.

Authors: Jonathan Giuseppe Bernal, Jack Duran, Christina Ferrara, and Lisa Jordan - Drew University

Web Maps Combining Tissue Studies and River Contours Toxics Release Inventory Summaries

My map displays Mercury Core Samples and Tissue Samples of 
Mummichog Fish found in the Passaic River. These samples were 
taken during the years 2006, 2009, 2010, and 2012. 

Map Created By: Christina Ferrara

This map displays the concentration of mercury found in tissue samples 
of white perch fish. This information is then overlayed with the location 
and distance of superfund sites that may be responsible for the toxic 
emissions in the Passaic River water.

By: Jonathan Giuseppe Bernal

2004 Levels

1989 Levels Toxic Sites Near the Passaic River

Legend

This map displays the bathymetry of the Passaic River. 
It compares bathymetric changes from 1989 to 2004. 
As this map shows, the bathymetry of the Passaic 
River fluctuates over time.  Future research might 
compare the extent of changes up to the present.

By: Jack Duran

The two web 
maps to the left 
illustrate 
overlays of 
tissue samples 
and contours of 
river depth for 
the lower 
Passaic.  
Clicking on the 
image link will 
open up the 
map in a web 
browser.

By: Lisa Jordan

The map to the left 
summarizes TRI on-
site emissions for 
releases of mercury 
and mercury 
compounds by New 
Jersey DEP Water 
Management Areas.  
Data for TRI sites 
nearby the lower 
Passaic are also 
mapped according to 
on-site emissions of 
mercury and 
mercury compounds.

By: Lisa Jordan

http://www.ourpassaic.org
http://bit.ly/1sI3sAe
http://bit.ly/1sI3sAe
http://bit.ly/1sI008F
http://bit.ly/1sI008F


�

�

DREW�UNIVERSITY�
ENVIRONMENTAL�STUDIES�AND�SUSTAINABILITY�PROGRAM�

�
LISA�JORDAN 
SPATIAL�DATA�CENTER�DIRECTOR�

 

36�MADISON�AVENUE�|�MADISON,�NEW�JERSEY�07940�
(973)�408-3740�|�LJORDAN@DREW.EDU�|�WWW.DREW.EDU/ESS�

�
 

June 26, 2014 

 

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 

290 Broadway, 19th Floor 

New York, NY 10007-1866 

 

Dear Alice Yeh, 

 

Last year, and again this year, Drew University was chosen to participate in the EPA – TRI 

University Challenge.  As part of this program, I was introduced to the variety of data resources for 

the TRI, and the EPA more generally.  A key component of the challenge was to integrate TRI data 

into courses on Geographic Information Systems (GIS).  This past May at Franklin School, I had the 

opportunity to hear a presentation that you gave regarding the proposed plan for the Lower 8 Miles 

of the Passaic River.  Your presentation gave listeners a history of the river and assessment of 

potential responses to improve the health of the lower Passaic.  It was a presentation that my nine 

year old son, also in attendance, could follow, yet one that also gave me an appreciation of the 

complexities of the options for cleanup.  I was inspired by your presentation to study Passaic 

further, also in combination with the TRI. 

 

I introduced the materials that you presented to students enrolled in my 2014 summer course on 

GIS at Drew University.  I was able to do this entirely because of the www.ourpassaic.org website, 

which contributes substantively to the public availability of studies on the Passaic, specifically the 

distribution of raw data collected on bathymetry, core samples and tissue samples.  This gave us the 

chance to read the reports, and examine the data for ourselves, using GIS.  Because my introduction 

to issues around the Passaic is very recent, our research is entirely exploratory at this point, and I 

do not have specific comments about the proposed plan or alternatives.  However, I did want to 

contribute a few comments about the project operations. 

 

First, the availability of concise public information both on the web and through public meetings 

has been excellent.  I think this project is a very good model of connecting multiple interested 

stakeholders in the community and informing them about the process and progress of decisions 

that need to be made by the EPA. 

 

Second, I very much appreciate the availability of raw data, updated over time, that enable the 

information in reports to be verified and validated.  The data also serve as an excellent educational 

tool for undergraduate coursework in environmental studies and public health.  Again, I think the 

ourpassaic.org public library provides a good model for other superfund projects, where a very 

wide educational community is interested in digging into very specific information and findings 

about specific sites, or areas surrounding sites. 

 

I am also attaching for you the final project exam, completed by students in my small summer 

course: Jonathan Giuseppe Bernal, Jack Duran, and Christina Ferrara.  Our exploratory approach 

yielded some interesting findings that we hope to explore further, specifically the visualization of 



bathymetry of the Passaic over time, linking bathymetry and core samples, and perhaps exploration 

of associations between TRI releases, locations, and core sample results.  I hope to develop this 

study further with students in my Advanced GIS course this fall.  If you come into contact with other 

stakeholders interested in geographic studies, or if you have suggestions for future contributions 

that I or my students could make, I would love your feedback. 

 

Thank you for your time, and for your commitment to improve life in and around the Passaic River. 

 

Sincerely, 

 

Lisa Jordan. 
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Yeh, Alice

From: Lisa Jordan <ljordan@drew.edu>

Sent: Thursday, June 26, 2014 1:30 PM

To: Region2 PassaicLower8MileComments

Cc: Jack Duran; Christina Ferrara; Giuseppe Bernal

Subject: Comments and Research on the Lower 8 Mile Restoration Project

Attachments: Letter for Alice Yeh on the Proposed Plan for the Lower 8 Miles of the Passaic River - 

LJordan Drew University.docx; Exploring Open Data Sets for Improved Health of the 

Lower Passaic River.pdf

Dear Alice Yeh, 

Please find my letter with comments about the restoration project, as well as exploratory student research on the 

lower Passaic River. 

Thank you so much for your time. 

Sincerely, 

Lisa Jordan 
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Yeh, Alice

From: Freeman, Martin

Sent: Tuesday, June 24, 2014 2:51 PM

To: sandeep@seriecotech.com

Cc: Zachos, George; Boykin, Danla; Yeh, Alice; Kluesner, Dave; DeHart, Nicole

Subject: Passaic River Proposed Plan Comment [Case 0230615525, WI # 81, RPL #14553]

Good Afternoon Mr.Joshi, 
 

Your e-mail submitted on 6/23/13 was forwarded to the Office of the Regional Public Liaison (RPL) for Superfund for 

response.   

 

Your original e-mail reads as follows:   

 

“Got to know about Passaic River Superfund Site Cleanup through Wall Street Journal article. 

 

In-stream ecological operation can be a better choice for cleaning of river water and sediments. There are some examples 

in India about the revival of biodiversity in pollution-dead river over a decade.  

 

Government of India has also taken up first of its kind in-stream bioremediation project in 2010. The concept of in-stream 

pollution treatment may be useful rather than removing the sediments causing hydrological problems and re-dissolution of 

pollutants in the river water.  

Given the opportunity I would like to explain the concept in detail.” 

 

Sandeep Joshi 

Green Surgeon, Environment Technologist & Impact Analyst 

EMAIL_OF_REQUESTOR 

sandeep@seriecotech.com 

 

NAME_OF_REQUESTOR 

Sandeep Joshi 

ORG_OF_REQUESTOR 

Shrishti Eco-Research Institute 

 
The Proposed Plan and other site documents are available for review at the following websites 
http://www.epa.gov/region2/passaicriver and at http://ourpassaic.org.  

 
The EPA is currently in a public comment period for the Proposed Plan for the Lower 8 Miles of the Lower Passaic 
River.  The period ends on August 20, 2014.  EPA is accepting e-mail comments at 
PassaicLower8MileComments.Region2@epa.gov, or written comments at the following address: 
 
Alice Yeh, Project Manager 
Environmental Protection Agency 
290 Broadway, 19th Floor 
New York, NY  10007-1866 
 
Comments received during the public comment period will be considered by EPA before making the final cleanup decision 
for the lower 8 miles.  They will be addressed in the Responsiveness Summary, which will be made available with the 
Record of Decision, the document identifying EPA’s selected cleanup plan. 
 
The comment you submitted above will be transmitted as part of this response to RPM Alice Yeh. She can be contacted 
at 212 – 637 - 4427.  Any additional comments you would like to submit should be sent prior to the close of the comment 
period by either method discussed in this e-mail.  
 

Sincerely yours, 



2

 

Martin Freeman 

Environmental Engineer 

Office of the Regional Public Liaison (Formerly Superfund Regional Ombudsman) 
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Yeh, Alice

From: Conserve <jonathan@jaffecom.com>

Sent: Friday, August 08, 2014 1:01 PM

To: Region2 PassaicLower8MileComments

Cc: jonathan@jaffecom.com

Subject: Help Save the Lower Passaic  - Email to EPA

Ms. Alice Yeh 

Remedial Project Manager, EPA 

290 Broadway, 19th floor 

New York, NY 10007-1866 

Dear Ms. Yeh, 

The EPA should more seriously review and consider other alternatives to its proposed 4.3 million cubic yard 

“bank to bank” dredge, such as a targeted “Sustainable Remedy” that would clean the entire River faster, with 

results comparable to those promised by the EPA’s bank-to-bank proposal and with reduced impact on the host 

communities. 

Thank you. 

Tara Kali 

taraekali6@gmail.com 

18 Whitman Drive 

New Providence 

New Jersey 

07974 

2012132511 
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Yeh, Alice

From: KASTANIA48@aol.com

Sent: Tuesday, August 12, 2014 6:57 AM

To: Region2 PassaicLower8MileComments

Subject: (no subject)

Under both state and federal law companies that discharge toxic chemicals into the environment that 
cause a loss of public use are assessed with Natural Resource Damages. The public fisheries, 
aquatic ecosystems, wetlands, rivers, and estuaries belong to all of us. When a company 
contaminates and prevents the use of that resource they have to pay damages. 

Rivers should not be Superfund sites they should be places where people can walk along the river 
bank or kayak. 
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Yeh, Alice

From: Conserve <jonathan@jaffecom.com>

Sent: Monday, August 18, 2014 2:00 PM

To: Region2 PassaicLower8MileComments

Cc: jonathan@jaffecom.com

Subject: Help Save the Lower Passaic  - Email to EPA

Ms. Alice Yeh 

Remedial Project Manager, EPA 

290 Broadway, 19th floor 

New York, NY 10007-1866 

Dear Ms. Yeh, 

The EPA should more seriously review and consider other alternatives to its proposed 4.3 million cubic yard 

“bank to bank” dredge, such as a targeted “Sustainable Remedy” that would clean the entire River faster, with 

results comparable to those promised by the EPA’s bank-to-bank proposal and with reduced impact on the host 

communities. 

Thank you. 

Jerry Keenan 

jkeenan@allianceforaction.com 
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Yeh, Alice

From: Conserve <jonathan@jaffecom.com>

Sent: Thursday, August 07, 2014 2:08 PM

To: Region2 PassaicLower8MileComments

Cc: jonathan@jaffecom.com

Subject: Help Save the Lower Passaic  - Email to EPA

Ms. Alice Yeh 

Remedial Project Manager, EPA 

290 Broadway, 19th floor 

New York, NY 10007-1866 

Dear Ms. Yeh, 

The EPA should more seriously review and consider other alternatives to its proposed 4.3 million cubic yard 

“bank to bank” dredge, such as a targeted “Sustainable Remedy” that would clean the entire River faster, with 

results comparable to those promised by the EPA’s bank-to-bank proposal and with reduced impact on the host 

communities. 

Thank you. 

Brian Kelley 

bkelley014@gmail.com 

62 Whitehall Road 

Hamilton 

NJ 

08690 
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Yeh, Alice

From: Conserve <jonathan@jaffecom.com>

Sent: Friday, August 08, 2014 11:13 AM

To: Region2 PassaicLower8MileComments

Cc: jonathan@jaffecom.com

Subject: Help Save the Lower Passaic  - Email to EPA

Ms. Alice Yeh 

Remedial Project Manager, EPA 

290 Broadway, 19th floor 

New York, NY 10007-1866 

Dear Ms. Yeh, 

The EPA should more seriously review and consider other alternatives to its proposed 4.3 million cubic yard 

“bank to bank” dredge, such as a targeted “Sustainable Remedy” that would clean the entire River faster, with 

results comparable to those promised by the EPA’s bank-to-bank proposal and with reduced impact on the host 

communities. 

Thank you. 

Joseph Kendzulak 

joekendzulak@yahoo.com 

203 Hardenburg Lane  

East Brunswick 

NJ 

08816 

9083102911 
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Yeh, Alice

From: Conserve <jonathan@jaffecom.com>

Sent: Wednesday, August 06, 2014 12:00 PM

To: Region2 PassaicLower8MileComments

Cc: jonathan@jaffecom.com

Subject: Help Save the Lower Passaic  - Email to EPA

Ms. Alice Yeh 

Remedial Project Manager, EPA 

290 Broadway, 19th floor 

New York, NY 10007-1866 

Dear Ms. Yeh, 

The EPA should more seriously review and consider other alternatives to its proposed 4.3 million cubic yard 

“bank to bank” dredge, such as a targeted “Sustainable Remedy” that would clean the entire River faster, with 

results comparable to those promised by the EPA’s bank-to-bank proposal and with reduced impact on the host 

communities. 

Thank you. 

Jeff Kern  

Infoactive7@gmail.com 

7957 Berkshire Lane 

Castle Pines  

Co 

19041 

3033865391 
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Yeh, Alice

From: communications@prra.org

Sent: Tuesday, May 27, 2014 10:29 AM

To: Region2 PassaicLower8MileComments

Subject: Belleville Meeting

Hi Alice, 

I'm just checking to see if you have a date/time/place yet for the June Belleville 

meeting. I'm with the Passaic River Rowing Association, which rows out of 
Lyndhurst, and would like to get a group of members to attend so we can all be 

informed. 

Thanks, 

Sue Khazoyan 

PRRA Communications Chair 
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ECOSENSE 
Anne L. Kruger, Ph.D., Environmental Scientist 

Web Site:  alkruger@cfl.rr.com 
Address:  220 Curacau Drive, Cocoa Beach, FL 32931-3038 

Telephone:  321-783-8358 
 
 

Economics of Dredging and Destroying Dioxins! 
Comments on EPA’s Proposed Plan for 

Lower Eight Miles of the Lower Passaic River 
Part of the Diamond Alkali Superfund Site 

April 2014 
Prepared by 

Anne L. Kruger, Ph.D., Retired Senior Scientist of the Passaic River Coalition 
Former Technical Advisor re the Diamond Alkali Superfund Site 

August 2014 
 

On behalf of all who have advocated for a third of a century for cleaning up the Lower Passaic 
River, especially Ella Filippone, I strongly urge that, at a minimum, EPA’s proposal to clean the 
river by “capping with dredging for flooding & navigation” be implemented.  The economic 
benefits of this project, which will help to “protect people’s health and the environment, and benefit 
riverfront communities”, will be greater than its total costs over the coming decades.  However, it 
would be much more beneficial if Alternative 2 (Deep Dredging with Backfill) with DMM Scenario 
C (Local Decontamination and Beneficial Use) were to be implemented because these actions 
would permanently remove and destroy most of the dioxins now found in the sediments of the 
Lower Eight Miles. 

Dioxins are unnatural man-made chemical compounds that are some of the most toxic substances 
known to science.  Exposure to dioxins is a major worldwide public health concern.1  Dioxins are 
30 polychlorinated organic compounds, which persist in natural environments for many decades 
because microbes and other biota can’t change them chemically, and they don’t burn up in 
incinerators.  They include certain PCBs (polychlorinated biphenyls).2  How to destroy dioxins has 
been scientifically demonstrated.  Why dioxin contaminated sediments are a major public health 
concern, especially in the NY/NJ Harbor Region, is expanded upon in Appendix A, but this concern 
should reach far beyond this region.  Only 0.3% of the waters of New Jersey were found to “fully 
support fish consumption use”, 35% were polluted with PCBs (dioxins), and 65% were not 
assessed.3  The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) developed a Fish Tissue 
Contaminants Index based on data from concentrations of chemical contaminants found in 
composites of whole-body fish, lobster and fish fillet samples.4

                                                      
1  World Health Organization, Public Health and Environment.  2010.  Preventing Disease through Healthy 

Environments, Exposure to Dioxins and Dioxin-like Substances: A Major Public Health Concern.  WHO Document 
Production Services, Geneva, Switzerland. 

  Sites in Northeast Coastal Waters 
where fish were sampled are shown in Figure 1.  A “Poor” rating indicates that the health of the fish 

2   U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Office of Research and Development.  2001.  Dioxin: Summary of the 
Dioxin Reassessment Science.     

3   N.J. Department of Environmental Protection.  2011.  2010 New Jersey Integrated Water Quality Monitoring and 
Assessment Report, page 39. 

4   U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Office of Research and Development/Office of Water.  April 2012.  National 
Coastal Condition Report IV, Northeast Coast Coastal Condition, pages 3-10 & 3-11. 
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was poor and that the fish were probably not safe to eat.  “Elevated concentrations of PCBs 
(dioxins) were responsible for the impaired ratings for a large majority of the sites.”  The impacts 
that dioxin pollution has had on the health of people over many past decades may never be known, 
but ways to reduce or remove the health risks from dioxins in the future are known. 

Figure 1 – Fish Tissue Contaminants Index Data for Northeast Coastal Waters 

 
For over forty years, since being founded in 1969, the Passaic River Coalition has been advocating 
for the restoration of the Lower Passaic River to navigable and fishable conditions, but not enough 
has been done except for studying the pollution. The dioxin contaminated sediments have spread 
into Newark Bay and beyond. Shipping in the New York/New Jersey Harbor has been endangered 
by contaminated sediments clogging navigation channels and berths. Regional flooding has spiked 
in recent years and is only projected to get worse. Unless the Port’s “infrastructure” is maintained, 
there could be serious economic repercussions. Furthermore, public health continues to be 
endangered by fishing in these waters. Repairing all of these problems requires extensive dredging 
of contaminated sediments. Deep dredging is the solution to all of these problems!  However, most 
of the Lower Passaic River hasn’t been dredged since about 1940 because there was no place to put 
the contaminated sediments.  

Given the chemical nature of PCBs and other dioxins, the most effective actions to take in waters 
with sediments that are contaminated with dioxins and other pollutants that persist as a legacy of 
past technological advancements would be – 
 Dredging for the “substantial” removal of the waters’ sediments to create space for cleaner 

waters. 
 Destroying the dioxins so that the dredged materials can have beneficial uses.  
The dredged materials can be decontaminated by using an innovative technology, a thermal 
treatment process which destroys the dioxins by splitting apart the carbon, hydrogen and chlorine 
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atoms in these compounds to form more benevolent compounds, such as carbon dioxide, water, and 
hydrogen chloride.  This technology uses a rotary kiln that is fueled by natural gas to melt multi-
contaminated sediments. The process is similar to what happens in an active volcano.  In a kiln 
operating at ~2,500°F, a temperature much hotter than used in incinerators, the organic 
contaminants are disassociated or destroyed, and the non-volatile heavy metals are encapsulated 
into the siliceous matrix that forms from the sediments to produce a beneficial use product, which 
can be used as a 30-40% replacement for Portland cement in concrete.  Currently used methods of 
incineration can create air pollution by releasing harmful smoke, which can include dioxins. In a 
pilot project the thermal “destruction” (Cement-Lock®) process was shown to be “one of the only 
technologies proven as effective in treating … (dioxins, PCBs and PAHs) detected in the sediment” 
of the lower eight miles of the Passaic River.5

Let’s make this project a model for dredging and destroying dioxins so that coming generations 
may enjoy such benefits as -- 

  I strongly recommend the development of a thermal 
treatment facility which can destroy dioxins in this region.  This and other methods for dredged 
material management (DMM) are discussed further in Appendix B. 

☺ Saving the food chain for healthier and more abundant and diverse fish populations and for 
healthier people who eat the fish. 

☺ Improving navigability, especially for commercial ships in the harbor and recreational use in the 
Lower Passaic River which hasn’t been dredged since the 1940s. 

☺ Helping to control flooding by creating more space for storm waters to fill which is especially 
important in the coming years of climate change with sea levels rising and more violent storms 
like Sandy. 

☺ Protecting water supplies by creating more space for fresh water storage. 
☺ Revitalizing the economy in so many different ways. 
But these actions, dredging and destroying dioxins, have economic costs.  Most of the dioxins 
were already in the water sediments before 1979 when the manufacture of PCBs was banned.  The 
Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation and Liability Act (CERCLA or 
“Superfund”) was enacted in 1980 “in the wake of the discovery of toxic waste dumps such as Love 
Canal and Times Beach in the 1970s”.6  At both these sites dioxin contamination was the principal 
problem.  The U.S. federal government owns and is responsible for the land beneath many waters 
where dumping dioxins was allowed prior to 1979.  Therefore, the U.S. federal government should 
be a Potentially Responsible Party (PRP) in “Superfund” cases involving such waters, and should 
help pay for their clean-up.  The civil works program of the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (Corps) 
lists the following mission priorities:  Navigation (Deep draft); Ecosystem Restoration; Flood 
Damage Reduction (Coastal and Riverine).7  Dredging and destroying dioxins projects would help 
to make some U.S. waters more navigable, more fishable, and less floodable, and should be funded.  
The Corps is part of the U.S. Department of Defense (DOD), which spends more than a third of our 
tax dollars on war.  In FY 2008 the U.S. Government spent over $52 billion for sustaining nuclear 
weapons.8

                                                      
5   Malcolm Pirnie, Inc. 2007. Lower Passaic River Restoration Project, Draft Source Control Early Action Focused 

Feasibility Study (FFS). Prepared for US Environmental Protection Agency, US Army Corps of Engineers, New 
Jersey Department of Transportation, June 2007, page 3-17. 

  Spending a few billions of these dollars for dredging and destroying dioxins will save 
far more American lives than spending them for bullets or atomic bombs. 

6    U.S. Environmental Protection Agency.  2012.  Web-site: www.epa.gov/superfund/about 
7   U.S. Army Corps of Engineers.  2007.  Passaic River Basin, New Jersey, Congressional Staff and Stakeholders 

Briefing, April 5, 2007. 
8    Stephen I. Schwartz and Deepti Choubey, “Nuclear Security Spending”. 
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In cleaning up the Lower Eight Miles of the Passaic River the DOD should pay for dredging the 
contaminated sediments out of the river that it allowed to be dumped into the river decades ago.  
Deep dredging would permanently remove most of dioxin contaminated sediments, and would be 
most economically beneficial in the future. 

The almost 100 companies that are PRPs because they dumped dioxins and other pollutants into the 
river should pay the costs for Dredged Material Management (DMM).  DMM Scenario A, Confined 
Aquatic Disposal (CAD), should be unacceptable to the DOD and not even be considered. As a 
shareholder in a few of these companies, and as an American, I am confident that in the coming 
decades there will be many economic benefits from the implementation of a project that.dredges 
and destroys dioxins from the Lower Eight Miles of the Lower Passaic River. 
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Appendix A 
Dioxin Contaminated Sediments:  A Major Public Health Concern 

The World Health Organization has declared that exposure to dioxins and dioxin-like substances is 
a major public health concern.9  Dioxins, as described by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
(EPA), are 30 polychlorinated organic compounds with similar chemical structures and similar 
modes of toxic action.  They include CDDs (chlorinated dibenzo-p-dioxins), CDFs (chlorinated 
dibenzofurans), and certain PCBs (polychlorinated biphenyls).10

Figure A1 -- Chemical Structures of Dioxins 

  Their chemical structures are 
depicted in Figure A1.  The most toxic dioxin is 2,3,7,8-TCDD (2,3,7,8-tetrachlorodibenzo-p-
dioxin). 

 
Dioxins are potent animal toxicants which can alter the fundamental growth and development of 
cells.11  Toxic effects of human exposure to dioxins can include developmental and 
neurodevelopmental effects on fetuses and children, and changes in thyroid and steroid hormones 
and reproductive function.12

                                                      
9  World Health Organization, Public Health and Environment.  2010.  Preventing Disease through Healthy 

Environments, Exposure to Dioxins and Dioxin-like Substances: A Major Public Health Concern.  WHO Document 
Production Services, Geneva, Switzerland. 

  Children are the population most at risk.  Dioxins are also “likely 

10   U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Office of Research and Development.  2001.  Dioxin: Summary of the 
Dioxin Reassessment Science.     

11   U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Office of Research and Development.  2001.  Dioxin: Summary of the 
Dioxin Reassessment Science. 

12 World Health Organization, Public Health and Environment.  2010.  Preventing Disease through Healthy 
Environments, Exposure to Dioxins and Dioxin-like Substances: A Major Public Health Concern.  WHO Document 
Production Services, Geneva, Switzerland. 
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human carcinogens”.13  Human exposure occurs mainly through consumption of meat, dairy 
products, fish and shellfish food containing contaminated animal fats.14

Dioxins persist in natural environments because microbes and other biota can’t change them 
chemically.  They are taken up by plants and eaten by animals on which they have harmful effects, 
and as they go up the food chain they accumulate in fatty tissues and become more and more toxic. 

  Nowhere in the world is 
one more likely to find such food than by fishing in the Lower Passaic River and Newark Bay, but 
dioxin contaminated food can also be bought in grocery stores. 

PCBs are man-made substances that were specifically designed to be non-flammable and 
chemically stable under very hot conditions so they could replace mineral oils that burn, be used for 
their lubricating and electrical insulating capacities, and in many other ways.  PCBs were 
manufactured for many uses from 1927 until they were banned in 1979 because of their toxicity.  
They were released into the environment from many sources, and continue to be released from 
sources such as the disposal of large-scale electrical equipment and waste.15

The other dioxins, CDDs and CDFs, have never been manufactured deliberately and have no known 
uses.  They are by-products of industrial processes, including the manufacture of plastics made from 
polyvinyl chloride (PVC), some herbicides and pesticides that contain chlorine, chlorine bleaching 
of paper pulp, and smelting.  The dioxin, 2,3,7,8-TCDD, was a by-product in the manufacture of 
Agent Orange, which was made at the Diamond Alkali plant in Newark in the 1960s and used in 
Vietnam to defoliate plants.  This dioxin is about the most toxic substance known to man.  The 
incineration of municipal and medical wastes at low to moderate temperatures (1,400oF to 1,800oF) 
and backyard trash burning can create dioxins (CDDs and CDFs), which are emitted to the air or in 
ash and then can contaminate soil and aquatic sediments.

 

16  Dioxins can also be generated by 
natural events, such as volcanic eruptions and forest fires.17

Dioxins are definitely POPs (Persistent Organic Pollutants).  Today, over a third of a century since 
PCBs were last manufactured, the New Jersey Department of Environmental Protection (NJDEP) is 
still advising people not to eat fish and shellfish from the Lower Passaic River.

 

18  Catching and 
eating crabs from the Newark Bay Region has been banned since 1984.  According to a NJDEP 
study, the estimated lifetime excess risk of cancer from consumption of crabs from the Newark Bay 
Complex ranges from a low of 0.5% to a high of >100%.19

                                                      
13  U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Office of Research and Development.  2001.  Dioxin: Summary of the 

Dioxin Reassessment Science. 

  In 2011 the NJDEP launched another 
public awareness campaign regarding its “Blue Claw Crab Alert” in the Newark Bay Region.  But 

14 World Health Organization, Public Health and Environment.  2010.  Preventing Disease through Healthy 
Environments, Exposure to Dioxins and Dioxin-like Substances: A Major Public Health Concern.  WHO Document 
Production Services, Geneva, Switzerland. 

15 World Health Organization, Public Health and Environment.  2010.  Preventing Disease through Healthy 
Environments, Exposure to Dioxins and Dioxin-like Substances: A Major Public Health Concern.  WHO Document 
Production Services, Geneva, Switzerland. 

16 World Health Organization, Public Health and Environment.  2010.  Preventing Disease through Healthy 
Environments, Exposure to Dioxins and Dioxin-like Substances: A Major Public Health Concern.  WHO Document 
Production Services, Geneva, Switzerland. 

17 World Health Organization, Public Health and Environment.  2010.  Preventing Disease through Healthy 
Environments, Exposure to Dioxins and Dioxin-like Substances: A Major Public Health Concern.  WHO Document 
Production Services, Geneva, Switzerland. 

18 New Jersey Department of Environmental Protection, Office of Science.  2011.  Fish Advisories.  
<www.state.nj.us/dep/dsr/fishadvisories/ > 

19  New Jersey Department of Environmental Protection, Division of Science, Research and Technology.  2002.  
Estimate of Cancer Risk to Consumers of Crabs Caught in the Area of the Diamond Alkali Site and other Areas of 
the Newark Bay Complex from 2,3,7,8-TCDD and 2,3,7,8-TCDD Equivalents.   
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some people in the Newark Bay Region are still going crabbing and fishing.  The impacts that 
dioxin pollution has had on the health of people in the Newark Bay Region and beyond over many 
past decades may never be known, but ways to reduce the health risks from dioxins in the future are 
known. 

The “Risk Based Remedial Goal” for the dioxin 2,3,7,8-TCDD in river sediments has been 0.3 parts 
per trillion (ppt).20  Near the Diamond Alkali site in the Lower Passaic River sediments, dioxin 
levels were as high as 5,300,000 ppt.21  In 2005 and 2007 sediments that had become contaminated 
with dioxin produced in the 1960s at the Diamond Alkali site and were washed into Newark Bay 
still had levels over 666 ppt.22

The “Risk Based Remedial Goal” for total PCBs in non-residential soils and river sediments has 
been 14 parts per billion (ppb).

 

23  In the Lower Passaic River sediments, PCB levels as high as 
130,000 ppb have been found.24

                                                      
20  Malcolm Pirnie, Inc.  2007.  Lower Passaic River Restoration Project, Draft Source Control Early Action Focused 

Feasibility Study.  Prepared for US Environmental Protection Agency, US Army Corps of Engineers, New Jersey 
Department of Transportation.  June 2007. (FFS).  Sections 2.4.1 & 2.4.2, pages 2-11 to 2-14, Tables 2-3 and 2-4. 

  Levels of PCBs exceeded 4,810 ppb in many sediment samples 
taken from Newark Bay in 2005 and 2007.  Levels of PCBs in the surficial sediments of NY/NJ 
Harbor are shown in Figure A2.  Only the areas with the darker blue dots have sediments containing 
levels of PCBs that might be considered tolerable. 

21  U.S. Environmental Protection Agency. 2012. Lower Eight Miles of the Lower Passaic River Remedial Investigation 
and Focused Feasibility Study Summary for Community Advisory Group. Alice Yeh, Project Manager. 

22  Tierra Solutions, Inc.  2008.  Phase I and Phase II Field and Data Report, Newark Bay Study Area Remedial 
Investigation.  Phase I and Phase II Sediment Investigation Field and Data Report, Figure 4-13. 

23  Malcolm Pirnie, Inc.  2007.  Lower Passaic River Restoration Project, Draft Source Control Early Action Focused 
Feasibility Study.  Prepared for US Environmental Protection Agency, US Army Corps of Engineers, New Jersey 
Department of Transportation.  June 2007. (FFS).  Sections 2.4.1 & 2.4.2, pages 2-11 to 2-14, Tables 2-3 and 2-4. 

24  U.S. Environmental Protection Agency. 2012. Lower Eight Miles of the Lower Passaic River Remedial Investigation 
and Focused Feasibility Study Summary for Community Advisory Group. Alice Yeh, Project Manager. 
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Figure A2 –Total PCBs (Dioxins) in the Surficial Sediments of NY/NJ Harbor 
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Appendix B 
Dredged Material Management (DMM) Alternatives 

Through thermal treatment, we can permanently destroy the legacy of contamination resulting from 
over a century of industrial pollution. Moving contaminated sediment from the riverbed to a CAD 
in Newark Bay doesn’t solve the problem – it only moves it to a new location and is a waste of 
money. The same can be said for off-site disposal.  Disposing of these sediments off-site in a 
landfill or incinerator will impose large shipping costs and delay the inevitable need to permanently 
address these toxic POPs, especially the PCBs and other dioxins. This nation, and the world, needs 
a new way of dealing with our growing issue of dioxin pollution. The thermal treatment (Cement-
Lock) is the solution!  Destroy these contaminants forever!  

In 1984 the “Diamond Alkali” site, which includes the property at 80 Lister Avenue in Newark as 
well as the contaminated Lower Passaic River, was declared a Superfund Site. The Diamond Alkali 
Superfund Site project became part of the Lower Passaic River Restoration Project (LPRRP) in 
2000 and studies were extended into Newark Bay.25  In the LPRRP Draft Focused Feasibility Study 
(FFS) of 2007, “sediments in the lower eight miles of the river were identified as a major source of 
contamination to the 17-mile” tidal portion of the river and to Newark Bay.26  According to the U.S. 
Army Corps of Engineers (Corps), one of the goals of the LPRRP is to provide a plan that will 
result in “a significant cost savings to the navigational dredging program related to dredged material 
management in the NY/NJ Harbor.”27

  

  Thus, the “Phase 1 Removal Action” project, which removed 
about 40,000 yd3 of the sediments most highly contaminated with dioxins from an area of the 
Lower Passaic River directly next to the land side of the Diamond Alkali site, and the “Lower Eight 
Miles” project are NY/NJ Harbor dredging projects.  The NY/NJ Harbor Region is depicted in 
Figure A2.  The dredged material management (DMM) scenario chosen for this project will greatly 
influence future DMM in Newark Bay, the harbor and far beyond. DMM alternatives that are being 
considered for the “Lower Eight Miles” project are evaluated here for use with sediments 
contaminated with PCBs, other dioxins and other pollutants. 

DMM Scenario A:  Confined Aquatic Disposal) (CAD) 
If using CAD cells for these highly contaminated sediments is still considered a viable option, then 
the public should be given answers to the following questions. Given the likelihood of the release of 
dioxins and other contaminants from a CAD site by a boat straying from the navigational channel or 
other type of accident, who is responsible in perpetuity for preventing such accidents or cleaning 
them up if they happen? Who would pay the long term costs of monitoring and maintaining the 
CAD cells? Who owns the water in Newark Bay and the 200 acres of land beneath it? Who is 
responsible for keeping this land safe and healthy? Who would want all these contaminated 
sediments to be moved untreated from the Passaic River downstream into Newark Bay? Who would 
allow CADs to be built so close to berths 4, 6 and 8 at the Port Newark Marine Terminal and the 
navigational channels from which contaminated sediments need to be dredged soon, but for which 
there is no DMM facility? Who is responsible for the liabilities associated with a CAD? Has the 

                                                      
25  U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, New York District; U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region II; New Jersey 

Department of Transportation, Office of Maritime Resources. April 2003. Project Management Plan, Lower Passaic 
River, New Jersey, Investigation and Feasibility Study for Remediation and Ecosystem Restoration. 

26  Malcolm Pirnie, Inc. 2007. Lower Passaic River Restoration Project, Draft Source Control Early Action Focused 
Feasibility Study. Prepared for US Environmental Protection Agency, US Army Corps of Engineers, New Jersey 
Department of Transportation. June 2007. (FFS). Executive Summary, page i. 

27  U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, New York District. 2011. Lower Passaic River Restoration Project, NJ. Lisa Baron, 
Chief, Harbor Programs Branch. Web-site: www.nan.usace.army.mil. 
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whole harbor dredging dilemma been caused because dumping in water has been considered “free,” 
and a “large under-water footprint” is not a consideration for “CAD Disposal” for DMM? 
 

DMM Scenario B: Off-Site Disposal 
In the “Phase 1 Removal Action” project material excavated here was “taken off-site, treated and 
then disposed of in one of a handful of facilities permitted to accept such waste.”28 “Treatment” or 
sediment processing involved solids separation and dewatering.29

 

 The dewatered contaminated 
sediments were shipped by rail to facilities in Oklahoma and Utah. The economic costs of shipping 
wastes across the country are high, and so are the ecologic costs from greenhouse gas emissions. At 
the Utah facility the contaminated sediments can be incinerated, but this will not destroy the 
dioxins, which will cause high ecologic costs that lead to high economic costs. In any case this 
would not be a “Beneficial Use” of these sediments. In addition to our concerns, CERCLA Section 
112(b) identifies the statutory preference that “off-site transport and disposal of hazardous 
substances or contaminated materials without treatment is considered the least favorable remedial 
alternative when practicable treatment technologies are available.” This alternative might be 
considered outdated in light of modern technology which can permanently destroy dioxins. 

DMM Scenario C: Local Decontamination and Beneficial Use 
Sediment Washing 
Sediments dredged from the Lower Passaic River near the Diamond Alkali site in 2005 were used 
in the BioGenesisSM sediment washing demonstration project to “produce high-end topsoil”, a 
beneficial use product.30 “The BioGenesisSM Sediment Decontamination Technology is a 
physical/chemical process that uses impact forces (cavitation/collision) and chemical forces 
(oxidation with hydrogen peroxide) to strip contaminants from the surface of sediment particles and 
suspend them in the water phase where they can be separated from the sediment.”31

On September 17, 2012 a bench scale test report became available detailing the results of two soil 
washing vendors’ attempts to wash sediment from the RM10.9 hot spot. Both vendors were unable 
to treat soils to levels remotely acceptable, achieving decontamination efficiencies of 3.75% and 
27.2%. Levels of PCB reduction were also reported to be insufficient and the technology will likely 
not reach pilot-scale testing for Lower Passaic River sediments.  

 The sediments 
are then mixed with clean organic matter to make manufactured soil. The wash water is piped to the 
nearest sewage treatment plant. For some sediments dredged from the NY/NJ Harbor Region this 
treatment may be appropriate, but not for those contaminated with PCBs or other dioxins. The 
“chemical forces” used do not change these compounds. Some of the PCB/dioxin contaminants 
would be carried attached to very small particles of dirt in the wash water to the sewage treatment 
plant where they would contaminate the sludge. The dioxins would also end up in the manufactured 
soil where they could do harm. 

                                                      
28  U.S. Environmental Protection Agency. 2008. EPA Signs Agreement with Companies to Remove Major Source of 

Passaic River Contamination, The Lower Passaic River Restoration Project, Part of the Diamond Alkali Superfund 
Site, June 2008. 

29  Tierra Solutions, Inc. 2008. Phase I Engineering Evaluation/Cost Analysis, CERCLA Non-Time Critical Removal 
Action – Lower Passaic River Study Area, November 2008, Revision 3. Pages 7-3 to 7-6. 

30  Malcolm Pirnie, Inc. 2007. Lower Passaic River Restoration Project, Draft Source Control Early Action Focused 
Feasibility Study (FFS). Prepared for US Environmental Protection Agency, US Army Corps of Engineers, New 
Jersey Department of Transportation, June 2007, pages 3-15 & 3-16. & Appendix H, BioGenesis Sediment Washing 
Demonstration Project, pages H-15 to H-86. 

31  BioGenesis Washing BGW, LLC. 2009. Demonstration Testing and Full Operation of the BioGenesisSM Sediment 
Decontamination Process, Keasbey, New Jersey. Page ES-11. 
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Two disposal options under consideration, sediment washing and thermal treatment, produce 
byproducts with a beneficial uses. Thermally treated materials can be used to produce cement and 
washed sediment can be used for landfill cover.32

Incineration 

 In light of the failed bench scale sediment 
washing, the materials which would be used for a beneficial use are no longer available because 
they cannot be sufficiently decontaminated. Considering other alternative are capable of achieving 
decontamination efficiencies over 99.99%, sediment washing should not be considered a viable 
option for sediments with significant levels of dioxins. 

Incineration is effective at reducing the mass of solid waste because much of the organic matter 
burns up and goes into the air as carbon dioxide, water and other compounds. Incinerator feedstock 
must be able to burn under its own calorific value, but the dredged materials from the NY/NJ 
Harbor will not burn because they are mostly mineral matter which has no calorific value. 
Incinerators can produce dioxins, and do produce ash which may contain leachable heavy metals. 
Disposal of the ash poses both ecologic and economic problems. Consequently, incineration by 
oxidation at temperatures in the range of 1,400°F to 1,800°F should not even be considered as an 
option for the decontamination of sediments dredged from the Lower Passaic River and Newark 
Bay. 

“Thermal Treatment” 
In the 2007 FFS for the LPRRP various ex situ treatment processes to decontaminate the dredged 
materials were assessed. One of these processes was “thermal destruction” which “uses high 
temperatures (typically between 1,400°F and 2,200°F) to volatize and combust organic 
chemicals.”33 Incineration is such a process but was not considered in the FFS. What was evaluated 
in the FFS as a “thermal destruction” process was the thermal-chemical (Cement-Lock®) process, 
which operates at higher temperatures in the range of 2,400°F to 2,600°F.34 The FFS describes 
vitrification as “a process in which higher temperatures (2,500°F to 3,000°F) are used to destroy 
organic chemicals by melting the contaminated dredged material to form a glass aggregate 
product”.35 The vitrification technology was to be considered for further evaluation for the LPRRP. 
The FFS states that “the thermal treatment process options, thermal destruction and vitrification, 
meet the criteria of permanently treating the sediments while achieving the highest treatment 
efficiencies.”36 The vitrification process developed by the Minergy Corporation is being used to 
treat sewage treatment plant wastewater sludge, and pulp and paper plant wastewater solids. It was 
considered for treatment of the PCB contaminated sediments dredged from the Lower Fox River in 
Wisconsin, but these dredged materials are going to a landfill instead because this DMM is cheaper. 
The thermal “destruction” (Cement-Lock®) process was selected for further study in the LPRRP 
because “it produces a beneficial use product that offsets a significant portion of the treatment costs, 
and because it has been shown to achieve a high treatment efficiency for Passaic River sediments 
based on the results of a pilot demonstration project in which 16.5 tons of Passaic River sediment 
were treated.”37

                                                      
32  U.S. Environmental Protection Agency. 2012. Lower Eight Miles of the Lower Passaic River Remedial Investigation 

and Focused Feasibility Study Summary for Community Advisory Group. Alice Yeh, Project Manager. 

 The 2007 FFS also states that the thermal-chemical (Cement-Lock®) process “is 
one of the only technologies proven as effective in treating … (dioxins, PCBs and PAHs) detected 

33  Malcolm Pirnie, Inc. 2007. Lower Passaic River Restoration Project, Draft Source Control Early Action Focused 
Feasibility Study (FFS). Prepared for US Environmental Protection Agency, US Army Corps of Engineers, New 
Jersey Department of Transportation, June 2007, page 3-17. 

34   Ibid. 
35   Ibid. 
36   Draft FFS. 2007. Page 4-8. 
37   Ibid. 
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in the sediment” of the lower 8 miles of the Passaic River.38

 

 Overall, Cement-Lock® is the only 
DMM alternative that meets the requirements of CERCLA, the Clean Water Act, EPA’s RAOs, and 
the National Contingency Plan’s evaluation criteria. 

Thermal Treatment 
Development of Thermal Treatment Technology 
The thermal-chemical (Cement-Lock®) technology uses a rotary kiln that is fueled by natural gas to 
melt multi-contaminated sediments. The process is similar to what happens in an active volcano. In 
a rotary kiln operating at ~2,500°F the organic contaminants are disassociated or destroyed, and the 
non-volatile heavy metals are encapsulated into the siliceous matrix that forms from the sediments 
to produce Ecomelt®, which can be used as a 30-40% replacement for Portland cement in concrete, 
a beneficial use product. Rotary kilns have been used to produce Portland cement for more than a 
hundred years. For over 65 years the Gas Technology Institute (GTI) has been a world leader in the 
research and development of energy technologies using gas. This technology for remediating 
contaminated sediments was conceived at GTI in 1994, and developed from bench-scale to pilot-
scale in 1994 to 2005. EPA, Region 2, and the US Department of Energy, Brookhaven National 
Laboratory, have worked with GTI on this project since 1995. In 2000 the NJ Department of 
Transportation, Office of Maritime Resources, selected this technology “to be evaluated for its 
applicability to the treatment of sediment dredged from navigational channels.”39

Pilot-Scale and Demonstration-Scale Testing of Thermal Treatment Technology 

 

ENDESCO Clean Harbors, LLC, a subsidiary of GTI, built a demonstration plant in Bayonne, NJ. 
Sediments dredged from the Stratus Petroleum site in Newark Bay and then dewatered were used in 
a pilot test of the Cement-Lock® technology at this plant in 2005.40 This test led to equipment 
modifications that needed to be retested.41 The retesting occurred in November 2006, but was halted 
early for several reasons. In December 2006 and in May 2007 demonstration-scale tests of longer 
duration were conducted using more contaminated sediments dredged from the Passaic River near 
the Diamond Alkali site. The results from these tests show that the Cement-Lock® technology “can 
achieve high destruction and removal efficiencies for contaminants of concern, specifically dioxins 
and furans and PCBs” (treatment efficiency of >99.9%).42

Technologies Involved in the Thermal Treatment of Dredged Materials 

 Some of the Ecomelt® produced was 
mixed with Portland cement to make high quality concrete paving at Montclair State University. 
GTI and its subsidiary, ENDESCO, learned much from the pilot and demonstration test projects. 
When we considered the technical problems that occurred during these tests, we concluded that they 
could be corrected if appropriately addressed as discussed below.  

Since 2008 GTI and its partners in Volcano Partners, LLC, have brought together several different 
business entities with their own expertise that would like to cooperate in the development and 
operation of facilities for the manufacture of a cement extender (Ecomelt®) from contaminated 
sediments dredged from the NY/NJ Harbor and elsewhere. Information from some of these partners 
is included in this report. Tetra Tech, a leader in the hazardous waste remediation industry, recently 
released a “Summary of Project and Design Updates for Cement-Lock Technology Manufacturing 
                                                      
38   FFS. Page 3-17. 
39  Endesco Clean Harbors, LLC, prepared by Michael C. Mensinger, Gas Technology Institute. July 2008. Sediment 

Decontamination Demonstration Program – Cement-Lock® Technology, Final Report: Phase II Demonstration 
Tests with Stratus Petroleum and Passaic River Sediments. Submitted to: NJ Department of Transportation, Office 
of Maritime Resources; US Department of Energy, Brookhaven Science Associates, LLC. Page iii. 

40   Ibid. 
41   Op. cit. #22. Page iv. 
42   Op. cit. #22. Pages 103, vii. 
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Plant”.43

Front End Materials Handling Process -- Debris Removal, De-watering of Dredged Materials 

 As with most manufacturing businesses, there are at least four different processes that 
would be involved in the thermal treatment of dredged materials. Each of these processes involves 
different technologies. Each process requires different types of operational expertise. The 
technological modifications and expertise that Volcano Partners suggest be used in each of these 
four processes are evaluated here. 

In the test runs the dewatered sediments fed into the rotary kiln should have been drier. This 
problem and other problems encountered with feed handling are correctable. Tetra Tech helped to 
design the systems to offload the dredged sediments from barges, to remove debris, and dewater the 
sediments to 50% solids content, to deliver the dewatered sediments to the treatment factory, and to 
blend Cement-Lock® technology additives with the sediment to reduce the moisture content to 40% 
or below. 

Manufacturing Process -- Design/Build/Operate Thermal Treatment Factory 
The demonstration tests proved that a cement extender (Ecomelt®) can be manufactured from 
contaminated sediments. The improvements in the design of the system proposed to correct 
problems encountered in the demonstration tests make sense. Tetra Tech, Foster Wheeler 
Corporation (FWC), design engineers in rotary kiln technology, and ABB, an industrial leader in 
cement plant planning, were helping in planning the design, construction and operation of a 
Cement-Lock® facility using a rotary kiln thermal processing technology. In this system dewatered 
sediments that have been mixed with feed additives (slag modifiers) are fed through a kiln on a 
double screw feeder conveyor. The heat for processing the sediments comes from burning natural 
gas with air. The amount of air and oxygen (O2) used is controlled by a combustion air fan so that 
the gas, which is mostly methane (CH4), is used efficiently to form carbon dioxide (CO2) and water 
(H2O), and so that nitrogen oxide (NOx) formation is minimal. Air contains about 78% nitrogen 
(N2) and 21% oxygen (O2). As the dredged sediments are rolled through a kiln and heated to high 
temperatures of ~2,500oF most of the sedimentary material is melted into a molten slag, and the 
organic matter is converted to gases, especially CO2 and water. The temperatures used are even hot 
enough to convert PCBs and other dioxins to CO2, water, hydrogen chloride (HCl), and chlorine gas 
(Cl2). The molten slag drops from the kiln and the walls of the secondary combustion chamber into 
a pool of water where it is quenched and cooled. The slag is then conveyed from the pool to a 
grinder/pulverizer/blender to become Ecomelt®. The rotary kiln thermal treatment technology 
being proposed by FWC has already been used to treat a variety of heterogeneous waste streams, 
including contaminated soils, sediments, and sludges. In fact, FWC’s rotary kiln projects include the 
Clean Harbors Aragonite facility in Grantsville, Utah, which has been in operation since 1991, and 
which has an EPA permit for PCB Disposal.44

Waste Management Process -- Air Pollution Control and Monitoring 

 The Destruction and Removal Efficiency (DRE) for 
PCBs at this plant have at times exceeded 99.999999%. However, this facility produces an ash, 
which when deposited in a landfill can produce leachable heavy metals such as lead and mercury. 
The Cement-Lock® facility proposed for this area will be the first in the U.S. and Canada to be 
designed for the treatment of sediments contaminated with both legacy pollutants and heavy metals. 

This thermal treatment process uses lots of energy by burning natural gas with air to heat the rotary 
kiln system (Ecomelt® generator). Energy wastage would be minimized by using the superheated 
flue gases to produce steam to generate electricity. The Volcano Partners, including ADA/NORIT 
Americas JV, proposed building and operating a Cement-Lock® plant with “state-of-the-art” air 
                                                      
43  Tetra Tech EC, Inc., prepared by Steve McGee. November 30, 2011. Summary of Project and Design Updates for 

Cement-Lock Technology Manufacturing Plant. 
44   U.S. Environmental Protection Agency. 2011. Web-site: www.epa.gov/hazard/tsd/pcbs/pubs/stordisp.htm 



14 
 

pollution controls. This process forms acidic gases, NOx (nitrogen oxides), SOx (sulfur oxides), and 
HCl (hydrogen chloride), which can cause acid rain if released to the air. Before being emitted the 
flue gases would be cooled with direct water injection. NOx emissions would be reduced by 
selective non-catalytic reduction, which would convert the NOx to the nitrogen and oxygen gases 
that fill the air. Injection of lime into the flue gases would convert SOx and HCl gases to solid 
particles, which would then be captured in fabric filter bag houses. Mercury (Hg) becomes a gas in 
this treatment process and must be captured. Absorbing gaseous mercury on impregnated powdered 
activated solid carbon particles which are caught in filter bags is proposed for mercury removal. 
Powdered activated carbon would also be used to remove any dioxins or furans that may be formed 
in the system. The proposed Cement-Lock® treatment process would not produce any waste water. 
The solid fine particulates caught in bag houses can be effectively managed and might even be 
useful. The cleaned flue gases will be lifted through a gas stack tall enough to allow for proper 
dispersion into the atmosphere. The air pollution control systems proposed by the Volcano Partners 
are designed to be operated so as to exceed mandated air emissions standards.  

Disposition of Manufactured Product -- Beneficial Use of Cement Extender (Ecomelt®) 
It has been demonstrated that contaminated sediments, even those from the Lower Passaic River, 
can be melted to make Ecomelt®, mixed with Portland cement, and then used to make high grade 
concrete. There are many benefits to be gained from using contaminated sediments to make 
Ecomelt®. The organic contaminants, including PCBs and other dioxins, that adhere to the 
sediments are destroyed in the Cement-Lock® rotary kiln process. Also this process immobilizes 
some of the non-volatile heavy metals in the glassy matrix of Ecomelt®. Although some parts of the 
processes needed in the manufacture of Ecomelt® are more expensive than those in the manufacture 
of Portland cement, the values to be gained in cleaning up the contamination should offset these 
costs. U.S. Concrete may help in selling the Ecomelt® product. In any case the production of this 
product would certainly be a beneficial use of contaminated sediments. 

Site for Thermal Treatment Facility 
Finding an appropriate site for the development of a thermal treatment facility for DMM of 
contaminated sediments is critical for implementing this dredging project. The site must be easily 
accessible by ship, and there should also be good rail and highway facilities nearby. The site must 
be large enough to accommodate all the necessary facilities. It would be necessary to obtain all the 
permits needed to develop and operate a thermal treatment facility for DMM and other 
contaminated sediments at the site. There are sites in the region that meet these criteria. The use of 
such a site for the decontamination of materials dredged from the Lower Passaic River and Newark 
Bay should be considered “Local Decon”. Without such a facility within the NY/NJ Harbor area 
these contaminated dredged materials would have to be shipped elsewhere. Considering such a site 
as an area of land within the Diamond Alkali Superfund Site might help facilitate the “Lower Eight 
Miles” dredging project.  The site should also become an “active upland dredged material 
placement site” that is permitted by the Corps to receive contaminated sediment in addition to clean 
materials dredged from the harbor.  

Evaluation of Thermal Treatment for DMM 
As in the development of most new technologies, there were problems encountered in the 
demonstration-scale testing of the Cement-Lock® technology in Bayonne in 2006 and 2007. Since 
then the Volcano Partners have proposed ways to design and operate facilities for each of the four 
processes involved in cleaning contaminated dredged materials to produce a product for beneficial 
use (Ecomelt®). After considering the options available for the management of materials that 
should be dredged from the Lower Passaic River, Newark Bay, NY/NJ Harbor and elsewhere I find 
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that the thermal treatment option proposed by the Volcano Partners meets the CERCLA preference 
for permanent treatment and is both ecologically and economically sensible and sustainable.  
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Yeh, Alice

From: alkruger@cfl.rr.com

Sent: Wednesday, August 20, 2014 4:29 PM

To: Region2 PassaicLower8MileComments

Subject: Economics of the Dredging and Destruction of Dioxins

Attachments: ECO-1408-Economics of Dredging and Destroying Dioxins.pdf

Best wishes for all you do! 

Anne L. Kruger 
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Yeh, Alice

From: Conserve <jonathan@jaffecom.com>

Sent: Thursday, August 07, 2014 2:39 PM

To: Region2 PassaicLower8MileComments

Cc: jonathan@jaffecom.com

Subject: Help Save the Lower Passaic  - Email to EPA

Ms. Alice Yeh 

Remedial Project Manager, EPA 

290 Broadway, 19th floor 

New York, NY 10007-1866 

Dear Ms. Yeh, 

The EPA should more seriously review and consider other alternatives to its proposed 4.3 million cubic yard 

“bank to bank” dredge, such as a targeted “Sustainable Remedy” that would clean the entire River faster, with 

results comparable to those promised by the EPA’s bank-to-bank proposal and with reduced impact on the host 

communities. 

Thank you. 

Allison R Kuronya 

allison_kuronya@yahoo.com 

917 Weber Drive 

Yardley 

Pennsylvania 

19067 

2673919676 
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Yeh, Alice

From: Eliza <sales@hardwarepower.net>

Sent: Thursday, June 12, 2014 1:03 AM

To: Region2 PassaicLower8MileComments

Subject: [SPAM] Parts You May Need

< We welcome all wholesalers, retailers, trading companies & even manufacturers to work 

together to increase your own profits. > 

 

To whom it may concern, 

 

We are pleasure to have an opportunity to introduce ourselves to you, our team specialize in creating molds 

for different kinds of industrial parts,  

especially with metal products & precision components. Our factory was found in 1978 and keeps growing 

rapidly with customers all around the globe.  

Selling a varied range of special parts to over 30 countries, we offers a wide range of precision parts to suit 

many applications covering a wide variety of  

industries. Therefore we are hoping to see whether we have a chance to work together to increase the work 

efficiency. 

Talk to us or consult with us and see the difference (send us email at enquiry@hardwarepower.net ), thank 

you so much for your time! 

 

 

Warm Regards, 

 

Joyce Kwan, Sales Assistance 

Caesar Hardware Power, Taiwan. 

Competitive Price / Best Quality / On-Time Delivery 

Phone: (+886) 2 2908-8335    Fax: (+886) 2 2209-5608 

Website: www.hardwarepower.net 

Email: enquiry@hardwarepower.net 

If you'd like to unsubscribe and stop receiving these emails click here. 

 



STATEMENT OF THE 
UNION OF AMERICA 

The member New Jersey Laborers Union strongly supports the 14 
feasibility study (FFS) on options for cleanup of the contaminated sediments 
of the Passaic River. Through the years, we have participated in numerous efforts seeking 
solutions to solve both the contamination issues as well as flooding issues for the Passaic 
We are also very committed, thru our Labor- Management Cooperation and Education Fund 
(NJLECET) to looking long-term at the positive economic development potential the 
communities bordering a "clean" Passaic River. 

The New Jersey Laborers Union represents workers in various industries including building and 
heavy highway construction. Thousands of our members live near the Passaic River Basin the 
numerous communities that are adjacent to the One of our largest locals, Laborers 
472, is headquartered on Raymond Boulevard Newark along the rivers path and Local472 has 
over a thousand members living in the adjoining Ironbound section ofNewark. They are all 
affected by the impacts of contamination, and can be part of the solution in ending this serious 
public issue. 

Specifically, ofthe 4 options presented in the FFS, LIUNA supports ALTERNATIVE 3-
Capping with Dredging for Flooding and Navigation. This EPA preferred bank-to-bank 
option involves removal of approximately 4.3 million cubic yards of contaminated sediment 
placement of an engineered cap over the remaining sediment. We believe that this option 
represents both a comprehensive yet balanced approach and would be very effective in reducing 
surface sediment contaminants thru permanent removal. It would reduce cancer risks and the 
movement of contaminated sediment for the protection of human health and the environment. 

The residents of this region have waited too long for a good solution. We urge you 
completion of this evaluation process and to pursue a solution that provides a comprehensive 
long-term benefit for the Passaic River and public. 

### 

The New Jersey Laborers Union is the statewide affiliate 550,000 member Laborers' 
Union of North America (LIUNA) and represents workers in various industries, including 
clean energy, environmental remediation, sanitation and recycling, security, and education. The New 
Jersey Laborers are widely viewed as having been instrumental in helping to lift living stn•Ju'inr~ts 
workplace safety for employees andfor developing innovative relationships 
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Yeh, Alice

From: Kluesner, Dave

Sent: Wednesday, April 16, 2014 2:31 PM

To: Region2 PassaicLower8MileComments

Subject: Statement from the NJ Laborers Union

From: Robert Lewandowski <roblew@njlecet.org> 

Date: Tuesday, April 15, 2014 at 1:44 PM 

To: Robert Lewandowski <roblew@njlecet.org> 

Subject: Statement: LIUNA's Pocino on EPAPassaic River Cleanup 

 

For Immediate Release 

  

April 15, 2014                                                             Contact:           Rob Lewandowski  

                           609-731-5396                                                                                      roblew@njlaborers.org 

  

  

A statement from Raymond M. Pocino  

on the EPA Passaic River Cleanup 

  

On Friday, April 11, 2014, the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) released its $1.7 billion proposed 

cleanup of the lower eight-miles of the Passaic River. The Laborers International Union of North America 

(LIUNA) supports the proposed plan which is the largest environmental cleanup in EPA’s history. The scale of 

the EPA proposal is proportional to the damage done and also the opportunities available through 

comprehensive cleanup. 

 

Objections are predicted, but the time has come for everyone involved in this process to finally come together 

and begin remediation immediately. The communities surrounding the Passaic River--which are home to many 

of our members--deserve a river that they can enjoy safely without fear of health risks. We believe this bank-to-

bank cleanup of the river’s lower 8 miles will deliver environmental and economic benefits to the communities 

that surround the Passaic River for generations to come.  

To see the positive effect of a comprehensive cleanup of our waterways, one need look no further than progress 

made on the Hudson River.   Over the last few decades a river was brought back to life and the communities 

along its banks saw a similar rebirth.  We at LIUNA look forward to being a part of a solution that reclaims the 

Passaic River for our region. After decades of pollution and neglect, the time has come to clean up the river and 

lift up the affected communities.  

  

Raymond M. Pocino is Vice President and Eastern Regional Manager for the Laborers’ International Union of 

North America (LIUNA), representing more than 40,000 construction workers in New Jersey, New York City, Long 

Island, and Delaware. He also serves as a commissioner of the Port Authority of New York and New Jersey and the 

New Jersey Turnpike Authority.  
  

# # # 
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Robert Lewandowski 

NJ Laborers Union 

104 Interchange Plaza, 3rd Floor 

Monroe Township, NJ 08831 

609-860-9223 

609-860-1996 Fax 

  

 
 
David Kluesner 
U.S. EPA - Manhattan Office 
Public Affairs Division 
290 Broadway, NY, NY 10007 
 
work:  212 637-3653 
cell:  347 330-9439 
 

 
 
www.epa.gov/region2 
https://blog.epa.gov/greeningtheapple/ 
https://twitter.com/EPAregion2 
https://www.facebook.com/eparegion2 
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Yeh, Alice

From: La Jeunesse, Richard T. <RLaJeunesse@Graydon.com>

Sent: Wednesday, August 20, 2014 10:31 AM

To: Region2 PassaicLower8MileComments

Cc: Ward, Dennis (Dennis.Ward@kao.com); Hohl, M. Zack

Subject: Comments submitted by Kao USA, Inc. re Lower Passaic FFS and Proposed Plan [IWOV-

CN.FID107091]

Attachments: Comments by Kao USA, Inc re Lower Passaic FFS and Proposed Plan.pdf

To: US EPA 

 

Attached please find a PDF file of comments submitted for inclusion in the administrative record on behalf of my client 

Kao USA Inc. regarding the Superfund Proposed Plan ("Proposed Plan") and the Focused Feasibility Study ("FFS") issued 

on April 11, 2014 for the Lower Eight Miles of the Lower Passaic River, Part of the Diamond Alkali Superfund Site. 

 

An additional copy of the comments was also submitted today to EPA fax 212-637-4439. 

 

Thank you. 

 

Richard La Jeunesse 

 

 

   

Right-click here to download pictures.  To help p ro tect your privacy, Outlook prevented automatic download of this picture from the Internet.
http://reaction.graydon.com/ReAction/images/ghr_logo.gif

 

    Richard T. La Jeunesse, Esq.  
     Attorney 
     1900 Fifth Third Center   513.629.2702 Direct 
     511 Walnut Street  513.651.3836 Fax  
     Cincinnati, OH 45202   RLaJeunesse@graydon.com

  

 
The preceding information is from the law firm of Graydon Head & Ritchey LLP and is sumitted to the recipient indicated therein. If you believe it has been sent to 
you in error, do not read it. Please reply to the sender that you have received the message in error, then delete the message. Do not retain a copy. Thank you.  
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VIA ELECTRONIC MAIL (at PassaicLower8MileComments.Region2@epa.gov) 
VIA FACSIMILE (at (212) 637-4439) 

Alice Y eh, Remedial Project Manager 
Environmental Protection Agency 
290 Broadway, 19th Floor 
New York, NY 10007-1866 

RE: Comments on behalf of Kao USA Inc. regarding the Superfund Proposed Plan 
("Proposed Plan") and the Focused Feasibility Study ("FFS") issued on April 11, 
2014 for the Lower Eight Miles of the Lower Passaic River, Part of the Diamond 
Alkali Superfund Site 

To: United States Environmental Protection Agency 

We represent Kao USA Inc. in connection with matters related to the 17-mile stretch of 
the Lower Passaic River and its tributaries from Dundee Dam to Newark Bay (collectively, the 
"Lower Passaic River Study Area" or the "LPRSA"). Kao USA Inc. ("Kao"), previously known 
as The Andrew Jergens Company, operated a soap and lotion production facility off Franklin 
Avenue and Mill Street in Belleville, New Jersey, on the opposite side of Mill Street from the 
Second River, a tributary of the Passaic River. During its operation of the facility from 1940 
until its sale in 1975, Kao did not discharge hazardous substances into the Second River, nor into 
the Passaic River and, therefore, is not a properly-designated potentially responsible party with 
respect to these proceedings. 

Kao USA Inc. joins in the comments being submitted by the Lower Passaic River Study 
Area Site Cooperating Patties Group ("CPG"). In addition, this letter serves as a supplemental 
public comment to the FFS and Proposed Plan submitted individually on behalf of Kao, to be 
included in the administrative record. 

The FFS and the Proposed Plan state that current and former industrial facilities 
identified as potentially responsible parties ("PRPs") discharged a number of contaminants into 
the river. See e.g. Proposed Plan pp. ES-2 to ES-3 and 1-7 to 1-8 (referencing Figure 1-4); and 
FFS pp. 1-6 to 1-8. Kao objects to such affirmative statements that all companies currently 
identified as PRPs discharged contaminants into the Passaic River. To date there has been no 
judicial or administrative hearing on the culpability of certain marginal, individual PRPs, 
including Kao, regarding whether such PRP discharged contaminants into the LPRSA. Further, 
the Proposed Plan and the FFS present no evidence that individual PRPs such as Kao discharged 
contaminants into the LPRSA. Therefore, asserting that PRPs such as Kao are responsible for 
the contamination in the LPRSA is inappropriate, and in Kao ' s particular case, extremely 

Cincinnati at Fountain Square Northern Kentucky at the Chamber Center Butler/Warren at University Pointe 

Graydon Head & Ritchey LLP I 1900 Fifth Third Center I 511 Walnut Street I Cincinnati, OH 45202 

513.62 1.6464 Pho ne I 51 3 .651.3836 Fax I www.graydonhead.com 
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inaccurate, grossly unfair and inequitable. Statements akin to a determination of guilt or 
culpability where there have been no findings on the merits violate Kao's right to due process. 

The particular factual situation pertaining to Kao's involvement (or rather lack of 
involvement) with the Passaic is distinguishable from most, if not all other PRPs, prompting us 
to urge that the Agency reconsider and reject the characterization of Kao as a PRP. A relevant 
synopsis follows: Kao USA Inc. (then known as The Andrew Jergens Company) was identified 
as a PRP pursuant to Section 107(a) of CERCLA, 42 U.S.C. § 9607(a) in a letter from the U.S. 
EPA dated September 15, 2003. The Andrew Jergens Company operated a soap and lotion 
facility from approximately 1940 until the sale of the site in 1975. The former Andrew Jergens 
plant was located near Mill Street opposite the Second River, a tributary of the Passaic River. 
The main building of the plant was separated from the Second River by over 350 feet of grass 
and fields, a retaining wall, and by Mill Street. 

The 1973 Passaic Valley Sewerage Commission ("PVSC") Annual Report states that 
Jergens was then applying for a discharge permit for its boiler blowdown water into the Second 
River. The boiler at the former Andrew Jergens facility was a low pressure boiler (55,000 lb/hr) 
used to heat the facility. No hazardous substances were generated in the boiler. Blowdown is 
discharged to keep the dissolved solids concentration in the boiler low in order to prevent boiler 
scale. The source of the dissolved solids, which are not hazardous substances, would have been 
the feed water, not the boiler. The elevated temperature of any blowdown is not a hazardous 
substance. 

The boiler at the former Andrew Jergens facility in Bellevue, New Jersey did not 
discharge any hazardous substances as defined in CERCLA § 101, 42 U.S.C. §9601 or 
otherwise, and Kao' s designation as a PRP in this matter is improper. 

Throughout the course of the River Investigation and Feasibility Study of the LPRSA and 
through supplemental internal investigations, Kao has found no evidence of any release of 
hazardous substances from the fonner Andrew Jergens facility into the Second River or the 
Passaic River. Further, the FFS and Proposed Plan do not present any evidence that Kao 
released hazardous substances from the former Andrew Jergens facility. In fact, evidence in the 
FFS and Proposed Plan supports Kao's conclusion that no hazardous substances were released 
from its facility. For example, Proposed Plan p. 4-33 states, "[M]easured contaminant 
concentrations for nearly all contaminants were similar among the three tributaries, indicating 
that for most contaminants in the three watersheds, contaminant loads represent the integration of 
urban surface run-off and non-point sources, and not industry-related point discharges, which 
might impact one tributary but not all three to the same degree." This supports Kao ' s conclusion 
that there is no evidence of any release of hazardous substances from the former Andrew Jergens 
facility located near the Second River, more than a mile remote from the Passaic River. 

Quite simply, Kao should not have been designated as a PRP, yet since 2003 Kao has 
reluctantly participated and cooperated in extensive, and very expensive investigations and 
studies of the LPRSA, all without the Agency providing Kao an opportunity to have a fair and 
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balanced determination on the merits of Kao's improper PRP designation. This reluctant 
participation was prompted all the more to avoid more draconian unilateral Agency actions 
threatened against Kao as a PRP. Forcing a marginal PRP, with no connection to the LPRSA, 
like Kao, to participate in an extensive river investigation and feasibility study and remediation 
of the LPRSA for over a decade without any opportunity to show its innocence is grossly 
offensive to the principals of due process and fair proceedings. Further, failing to distinguish 
truly marginal and de minimis situations, and affirmatively claiming in the FFS and Proposed 
Plan that such parties discharged a number of contaminants into the Passaic River without 
presenting any evidence to support such a claim is inappropriate and grossly unjust. 

Regardless of the ultimate remedies selected for the lower 8 miles of the Passaic River 
and the entire LPRSA, Kao asks that it be removed from the list of PRPs and not required to 
participate in any further studies, investigations, or remediation of the LPRSA. 

Thank you for your consideration. Please send all questions and comments to RichardT. 
LaJeunesse at rlajeunesse@graydon.com and M. Zack Hohl at zhohl@graydon.com. 

Respectfully submitted, 

Graydon Head & Ritchey, LLP 

By:0/01 -~~ •¥"-<-
Richard T. La nesse, Esq. 

cc: Dennis R. Ward, Esq., Vice President Regional Executive Officer, Legal and General Counsel, 
Americas, Kao USA Inc. 

5113802.1 
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Yeh, Alice

From: Conserve <jonathan@jaffecom.com>

Sent: Wednesday, August 20, 2014 1:59 PM

To: Region2 PassaicLower8MileComments

Cc: jonathan@jaffecom.com

Subject: Help Save the Lower Passaic  - Email to EPA

Ms. Alice Yeh 

Remedial Project Manager, EPA 

290 Broadway, 19th floor 

New York, NY 10007-1866 

Dear Ms. Yeh, 

The EPA should more seriously review and consider other alternatives to its proposed 4.3 million cubic yard 

“bank to bank” dredge, such as a targeted “Sustainable Remedy” that would clean the entire River faster, with 

results comparable to those promised by the EPA’s bank-to-bank proposal and with reduced impact on the host 

communities. 

Thank you. 

Shirley LaRoche 

slaroche_6@msn.com 

63 Crest Ave 

Hamilton Square 

New Jersey 

08690 

6095880221 
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Yeh, Alice

From: Conserve <jonathan@jaffecom.com>

Sent: Tuesday, August 12, 2014 9:56 PM

To: Region2 PassaicLower8MileComments

Cc: jonathan@jaffecom.com

Subject: Help Save the Lower Passaic  - Email to EPA

Ms. Alice Yeh 

Remedial Project Manager, EPA 

290 Broadway, 19th floor 

New York, NY 10007-1866 

Dear Ms. Yeh, 

The EPA should more seriously review and consider other alternatives to its proposed 4.3 million cubic yard 

“bank to bank” dredge, such as a targeted “Sustainable Remedy” that would clean the entire River faster, with 

results comparable to those promised by the EPA’s bank-to-bank proposal and with reduced impact on the host 

communities. 

Thank you. 

laura 

rytech123@gmail.com 

last test 
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Yeh, Alice

From: Conserve <jonathan@jaffecom.com>

Sent: Friday, August 01, 2014 11:02 AM

To: Region2 PassaicLower8MileComments

Cc: jonathan@jaffecom.com

Subject: Help Save the Lower Passaic  - Email to EPA

Ms. Alice Yeh 

Remedial Project Manager, EPA 

290 Broadway, 19th floor 

New York, NY 10007-1866 

Dear Ms. Yeh, 

The EPA should more seriously review and consider other alternatives to its proposed 4.3 million cubic yard 

“bank to bank” dredge, such as a targeted “Sustainable Remedy” that would clean the entire River faster, with 

results comparable to those promised by the EPA’s bank-to-bank proposal and with reduced impact on the host 

communities. 

Thank you. 

Jill Levey 

jillalevey@gmail.com 

228 Felton Ave. 

Highland Park 

NJ 

08904 



COMMENT CARD 

PASSAIC RIVER PROPOSED PLAN 

Note: If this is a request for information, please give us a way to get in touch with you. Thank 
you. 
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Yeh, Alice

From: Conserve <jonathan@jaffecom.com>

Sent: Wednesday, August 06, 2014 9:45 AM

To: Region2 PassaicLower8MileComments

Cc: jonathan@jaffecom.com

Subject: Help Save the Lower Passaic  - Email to EPA

Ms. Alice Yeh 

Remedial Project Manager, EPA 

290 Broadway, 19th floor 

New York, NY 10007-1866 

Dear Ms. Yeh, 

The EPA should more seriously review and consider other alternatives to its proposed 4.3 million cubic yard 

“bank to bank” dredge, such as a targeted “Sustainable Remedy” that would clean the entire River faster, with 

results comparable to those promised by the EPA’s bank-to-bank proposal and with reduced impact on the host 

communities. 

Thank you. 

Dan Lockwood 

dlockwood924@hotmail.com 
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Yeh, Alice

From: Conserve <jonathan@jaffecom.com>

Sent: Monday, August 04, 2014 9:56 AM

To: Region2 PassaicLower8MileComments

Cc: jonathan@jaffecom.com

Subject: Help Save the Lower Passaic  - Email to EPA

Ms. Alice Yeh 

Remedial Project Manager, EPA 

290 Broadway, 19th floor 

New York, NY 10007-1866 

Dear Ms. Yeh, 

The EPA should more seriously review and consider other alternatives to its proposed 4.3 million cubic yard 

“bank to bank” dredge, such as a targeted “Sustainable Remedy” that would clean the entire River faster, with 

results comparable to those promised by the EPA’s bank-to-bank proposal and with reduced impact on the host 

communities. 

Thank you. 

chance lykins 

chancelykins@yahoo.com 

 

Fairless Hills  

PA 

19030 
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Yeh, Alice

From: lenlyon38@gmail.com

Sent: Monday, July 21, 2014 2:51 PM

To: Region2 PassaicLower8MileComments

Subject: Passaic Lower 8 mile cleanup

I strongly support option one for the river cleanup, that is remove all sediment contamination. The partial 

removal (option two) looks to be a temporary solution at best with the contaminants likely to be exposed 

once again if the cap is not perfectly maintained. Under no circumstances should Occidental chemical 

Corporation, the corporate successor to diamond Shamrock which deliberately  caused this pollution be 

permitted to get away with a less expensive and untried technology such as bacterial cleanup. Thank you for 

your consideration. Leonard J Lyon M.D., Hillsdale New Jersey 

 

Sent from my iPhone 
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Yeh, Alice

From: Conserve <jonathan@jaffecom.com>

Sent: Monday, August 04, 2014 9:26 AM

To: Region2 PassaicLower8MileComments

Cc: jonathan@jaffecom.com

Subject: Help Save the Lower Passaic  - Email to EPA

Ms. Alice Yeh 

Remedial Project Manager, EPA 

290 Broadway, 19th floor 

New York, NY 10007-1866 

Dear Ms. Yeh, 

The EPA should more seriously review and consider other alternatives to its proposed 4.3 million cubic yard 

“bank to bank” dredge, such as a targeted “Sustainable Remedy” that would clean the entire River faster, with 

results comparable to those promised by the EPA’s bank-to-bank proposal and with reduced impact on the host 

communities. 

Thank you. 

Scot Mackey 

scmackey@verizon.net 

340 Hickory Lane 

Haddonfield 

New Jersey 

08033 

856-216-1392 
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Yeh, Alice

From: Yeh, Alice

Sent: Thursday, May 08, 2014 9:01 AM

To: Region2 PassaicLower8MileComments

Subject: FW: Message from Newark Public Hearing

Attachments: photo.JPG; ATT00001.txt

 

 

-----Original Message----- 

From: debbie@nynjbaykeeper.org [mailto:debbie@nynjbaykeeper.org]  

Sent: Wednesday, May 07, 2014 8:20 PM 

To: Enck, Judith; Plevin, Lisa; Basso, Ray; Yeh, Alice; Janine MacGregor 

Subject: Message from Newark Public Hearing 

 

 

 



'' f , ' . ... 
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Yeh, Alice

From: Debbie Mans <debbie@nynjbaykeeper.org>

Sent: Wednesday, August 20, 2014 3:15 PM

To: Enck, Judith; Yeh, Alice; Basso, Ray; Plevin, Lisa; Kluesner, Dave; Region2 

PassaicLower8MileComments

Cc: Sandra Meola

Subject: NY/NJ Baykeeper Comments

Attachments: ESC Comments Passaic Proposed Plan 2014-2.pdf

NY/NJ Baykeeper 

52 West Front St. 

Keyport, NJ 07735 

732-888-9870  

mail@nynjbaykeeper.org 

  

August 20, 2014 

  

Alice Yeh 

Remedial Project Manager 

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 

290 Broadway 

New York, New York  10007-1866 

  

RE: EPA Proposed Remedy for the Lower Eight Miles of the Passaic River 

  

Dear Regional Administrator Enck and Ms. Yeh: 

  

I am commenting on behalf of the NY/NJ Baykeeper in regards to the proposed plan for the cleanup of 

the lower 8 miles of the Passaic River Restoration. Since 1989, Baykeeper has been protecting, preserving and 

restoring the ecological integrity of the Hudson-Raritan Estuary. Baykeeper is well known for its environmental 
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advocacy, especially in Northern New Jersey. Therefore, the Passaic River is an important piece of our 

advocacy work.   

 

NY/NJ Baykeeper supports the Environmental Protection Agency’s preferred cleanup remedy for the 

lower Passaic River which includes bank to bank dredging to remove 4.3 million cubic yards of sediment, with 

offsite disposal at a licensed facility.  Baykeeper does not support the use of CAD cells in Newark Bay as a 

disposal option.  Our concerns are more fully articulated in the attached memo. 

 

Any cleanup that occurs must allow for the restoration of the river as well, including mudflats, wetlands 

and other near shore habitat, plus public access, including waterfront parks, boat ramps and docks. 

 

We greatly appreciate the opportunity to utilize the Technical Assistance Grant (TAG) in reviewing the 

proposed plan and drafting specific technical comments.  Please see the attachment memo, prepared by our 

consultant Environmental Stewardship Concepts, LLC, for comments specifically on 

1. The CAD facility 

2. Effectiveness of the Cooperating Parties Group’s plan as an alternative to EPA proposals 

3. Adaptive Management as applied to this site 

4. The efficacy of a fish exchange for fisherpersons on the lower Passaic River 

5. Bioremediation as an option for cleaning up sediment in situ 

 

On behalf of Baykeeper, I hope to see an immediate cleanup in order to return the River rightfully back 

to the community and hold polluters responsible for the careless damage they have caused for decades.  We 

thank the Environmental Protection Agency for its attention to this abused Superfund site. 

  

Sincerely,  

  

  

Deborah A. Mans 

Baykeeper and Executive Director 

NY/NJ Baykeeper 

CAG Co-Chair 

______________________ 
Debbie Mans, Executive Director & Baykeeper 
NY/NJ Baykeeper 
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52 W. Front St. 
Keyport, NJ 07735 

732-888-9870 x2 
debbie@nynjbaykeeper.org 

www.nynjbaykeeper.org 
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August 20, 2014 

Passaic River Proposed Plan Remedy Comments 

Environmental Stewardship Concepts, LLC 

On behalf of the New York/New Jersey Baykeeper 

 

Introduction 

The Proposed Plan for the Lower Eight Miles of the Lower Passaic River indicates that 

EPA’s preferred alternative consists of bank-to-bank dredging with an engineered cap 

over the entirety of the lower 8.3 miles. The river would be dredged bank-to-bank to 

remove the surface contaminated sediment and so that the cap does not cause flooding 

by being above the original grading. The engineered cap would consist of two feet of 

sand, using stone for erosion prevention, where needed. The dredging depth is one of 

the topics on which EPA specifically requests comments.  

 

Deep dredging of the lowest segment (about 2 miles) is an option that would remove all 

the contamination and open the navigational channel for greater access.   

 

The other topic on which EPA specifically requests comment is the disposal/fate of the 

dredged contaminated sediment after removal. Two options are contemplated: 1) 

construction of a Confined Aquatic Disposal (CAD) facility in Newark Bay or 2) removal 

to a remote site and like disposal.  

 

The New York/New Jersey Baykeeper requested analysis and comment on the 

following specific topics: 

 

1. The CAD facility 

2. Effectiveness of the Cooperating Parties Group’s plan as an alternative to EPA 

proposals 

3. Adaptive Management as applied to this site 

4. The efficacy of a fish exchange for fisherpersons on the lower Passaic River 

5. Bioremediation as an option for cleaning up sediment in situ 

 

These five topics are presented below, followed by General Site Observations and 

Proposed Plan Comments.  The Site Observations section contains observations 

relative to the site conditions before, during, and after remediation. Appendix A 

demonstrates the possible dewatering sites available for use along the Passaic River 

and Newark Bay.  The Proposed Plan Comments section is based on EPA’s “Lower 

Eight Miles of the Lower Passiac River Proposed Plan (April 2014)” and comments on 

the alternative chosen by EPA as the best cleanup remedy.  
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Confined Aquatic Disposal 

The State of New Jersey, the Passaic River Federal Trustees, the NY/NJ Baykeeper, 

and many members of the Passaic community all disapprove of the use of a CAD in 

Newark Bay. Although CADs are touted as a low cost method for isolation of 

contaminants, the proposed CAD for Newark Bay will not ensure an efficient or 

appropriate cleanup. A CAD, which will need to be maintained in perpetuity, is not a 

complete cleanup for the Diamond Alkali Superfund Site; it is a method for leaving 

contaminants in place in the same estuarine/river system. It is essential that the EPA 

consider the negative long term ecological and economic impacts of placing a CAD in 

Newark Bay. 

 

Ecological Impacts 

One of the most concerning issues with the Passaic River CAD is the scale. At a total of 

80 acres, the footprint of the Passaic River CAD would be larger than any other CAD 

site in the U.S. For reference, the New Bedford Harbor CAD in Massachusetts has a 

footprint of only 8.3 acres. Studies suggest that construction of the Passaic River CAD 

will take about five years - this five year period will disrupt the subtidal habitats that 

provide food, refuge, and spawning grounds for many aquatic species within Newark 

Bay, including over 100 species of fish (NY-NJ HEP 2012). These species are important 

ecologically, commercially and recreationally. Dredging of sediment from the bay bottom 

to create the CAD would increase suspended sediment and deposition levels for 

immobile eggs and fish in early life stages. It would also reduce dissolved oxygen 

levels, mask pheromones used by migratory fish, and smother immobile benthic 

macroinvertebrates (EPA 2014b). 

 

Newark Bay is made up of intertidal and subtidal shallow waters that are home to many 

groundfish, such as winter flounder. Much of the bay is designated by NOAA as 

Essential Fish Habitat (EPA 2014b). Essential Fish Habitat is defined by NOAA as “the 

habitat necessary for managed fish to complete their lifecycle, thus contributing to a 

fishery that can be harvested sustainably” (NOAA). Many native fish populations are 

under intense pressure and run the risk of extirpation in Newark Bay. Several species in 

Newark Bay have special status, such as the Atlantic sturgeon, which is a federally 

listed endangered species. The shallow mudflats are also home to algae, crabs, clams 

and other invertebrates that serve as prey for fish like striped bass and bluefish (NY-NJ 

HEP 2012).  

 

Due to years of contamination of the Passaic River, the Newark Bay ecosystem is 

already particularly susceptible to the negative impacts of construction in the bay. 

Eelgrass beds and oyster reefs in the bay are almost entirely gone. American shad 
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populations are at historic lows (NY-NJ HEP 2012) and under a multi-agency effort to 

rebuild the populations. River herring and shad are also under federal and state 

jurisdictions and the Mid-Atlantic Fishery Management Council recently initiated an 

effort to coordinate federal and state agencies in order to increase those populations 

(MAFMC). Impairment from site-related contamination in Newark Bay has been 

documented in Atlantic tomcods, killifish, mummichogs, and many other aquatic 

species. A scientific study from the late 1990s and early 2000s on PCBs in anadromous 

fish of the Hudson River showed that juvenile Atlantic tomcod in Newark Bay were 

highly contaminated with PCBs, PCDDs, and PCDFs, compared to tomcods from seven 

different sites in the Hudson. The Newark Bay tomcods had PCDD levels over 19 times 

higher than the tomcods sampled in the Hudson River (Yuan 2006). A 2010 study on 

the health of killifish in Newark Bay showed that these fish suffered from morphological 

changes indicative of impaired reproductive health and endocrine disruption.  Both male 

and female killifish exhibited decreased gonad weight and inhibited gonad development. 

The study concluded that “Similar effects on the reproductive development in less 

resilient species may limit their ability to repopulate the NY-NJ Harbor Estuary and 

similarly contaminated water systems” (Bugel 2010). 

 

Long-term construction of a CAD in the bay is likely to lead to the decline of sensitive 

aquatic populations. The loss of native species in Newark Bay also means a loss of 

ecosystem services such as nourishment, clean water, protection from floods and 

erosion, and recreational opportunities (NY-NJ HEP 2012). The severe decline in the 

Eastern oyster population, for example, has widespread negative impacts on water 

quality in the bay. While oyster populations were historically depleted purely due to 

overfishing, Eastern oyster populations in Newark Bay today are at record lows in part 

due to the presence of toxic contaminants. As filter-feeders, oysters remove excess 

nutrients, algae, and pollutants from the water. An adult oyster can filter up to 50 gallons 

of water per day. Studies have shown that PCB exposure in sexually immature oysters 

impairs both lipid metabolism and reproductive success (Chu 2003).  

 

Human Health Impacts 

Recreational opportunities on the Lower Passaic River and in Newark Bay are also 

severely limited. The New Jersey Department of Environmental Protection fish and crab 

consumption advisories state that no species of fish or crab from the Lower Passaic 

River and the entire Newark Bay region should be eaten due to contamination (EPA 

2014b). There is also a commercial fishing ban on striped bass (NJ Division of Fish and 

Wildlife 2012). The resuspension of contaminated sediments in the water during CAD 

construction and "filling" is a risk to human health as well. Not only will the resuspended 

contaminants come into contact with fish and wildlife, but people using the bay by boat 

are put at higher risk of coming into contact with toxic contaminants.  
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Construction Issues 

While preliminary studies estimate that construction of the CAD cell will take about five 

years, it is very likely that construction could take much longer. The possible technical 

delays that the construction team may run into is one issue, while a more immediate 

concern is the seasonal dredging restrictions in Newark Bay for the migration of 

diadromous fish. These restrictions can change from year to year and are dependent 

upon the reproductive success of fish populations, so it is nearly impossible to predict 

what seasonal restrictions may be put in place years ahead of time. 

Constructing the CAD will be largely inefficient. Rather than one large CAD cell, the site 

will actually be made up of multiple CAD cells, each of which will be fifty feet deep. The 

excavated clay from these cells will then be disposed of in an ocean disposal area 

offshore (EPA 2014b). This disposal process is not only inefficient, but it risks depositing 

contaminated sediment further offshore in the ocean, where mobilization of 

contaminated sediments will take place more quickly than in the bay. 

 

Moving the excavated clay offshore, as well as general construction activities, will 

increase traffic in Newark Bay. The CAD sites considered by the EPA in the Passaic 

River Focused Feasibility Study are near major container terminals in the Newark Bay. 

The Port Newark Container Terminal (PNCT), located in Port Newark on the west side 

of the bay, occupies 259 acres. In 2011, the PNCT secured a long-term lease 

agreement to occupy the space through at least 2030. Before the year 2030, the PNCT 

will invest $500 million into expansion of the port. Already the PNCT handles over 

600,000 containers annually, and this number will increase as the port expansion 

occurs (PNCT 2014). Increased traffic to and from the CAD site could interfere with port 

commercial traffic, as well as increasing the chances for boat accidents (EPA 2014b). 

 

Even after the CAD cell construction is complete, significant recontamination risks 

remain. The Passaic River Proposed Plan expressly states that even with sheet pile 

walls on all sides and a silt curtain across the entrance channel, “some of the dissolved-

phase contamination could still escape during dredged material disposal” (EPA 2014b, 

p. 35). In the document Recommendations for the Diamond Alkali Superfund Site, the 

National Remedy Review Board states that recontamination could occur through 

resuspension from the cleanup itself or through the transport of contaminants from 

Newark Bay. The Board points out that recontamination could inhibit the EPA’s goal of 

attaining and maintaining five parts per trillion of dioxin in Newark Bay sediment over 

time (NRRB 2014). In addition, the Proposed Plan does not account for monitoring 

leakage from the CAD cell over a long-term scale. The issue with Newark Bay in 

particular is that the bay is already so polluted that contaminants leaking out of the CAD 

cell would almost impossible to discern from contaminants that are already present in 



 

 5 

Newark Bay waters. The Proposed Plan repeatedly mentions that the CAD will require 

monitoring in perpetuity, but no definitive monitoring measures are proposed or 

explained. 

 

The cost for the Passaic CAD is estimated to be $1 billion. The cost for off-site disposal 

is estimated to be $1.7 billion (EPA 2014a). While EPA Headquarters advocates for the 

CAD because of the decreased cleanup cost, the negative consequences of using the 

CAD will come in the form of extra funds spent in the future, as the CAD requires a 

review every five years and maintenance in perpetuity. In the long run, the cost for off-

site disposal of contaminated sediments may very well be cheaper than the cost of 

maintaining the CAD cell. 

 

CAD versus Off-Site Disposal 

While the CERCLA process requires five-year reviews of the CAD, it is likely that more 

frequent reviews will need to be conducted to verify that no leakage is occurring. Off-site 

maintenance, on the other hand, is done by permitted facilities and has a finite end date 

for cleanup. An off-site disposal facility could incinerate up to ten percent of 

contaminated sediment, whereas a CAD does not treat any contaminants. A CAD would 

also severely impact the sensitive ecosystem that is Newark Bay, whereas off-site 

disposal would not have long-term impacts on the bay (EPA 2014a). Construction of the 

CAD would require five years or more of increased boat traffic in the bay, whereas 

removing the dredged material by truck and by rail would increase road and rail traffic 

for a much shorter period of time. 

 

Additionally, the risks of climate change pose more threats to a CAD than to off-site 

disposal. Climate change will bring more frequent and intense rainstorms, and thus 

flooding, to New Jersey. In the estuary, this flooding will increase water pollution from 

runoff and combined sewer overflows. Coastal storms and hurricanes may cause 

severe damage to the coastline, as well as destroying wetlands, which provide 

protection for the estuary and bay (NY-NJ HEP 2012). These disruptions to the Newark 

Bay ecosystem increase the risk for malfunctioning of the CAD. 

 

Other CAD Sites 

While it is important to examine the successes and failures of other CADs, it is also 

important to note that the Passaic CAD cannot be compared to other CADs in terms of 

size and contaminant concentration. The 80-acre footprint of the Passaic CAD is twice 

as large as the Puget Sound CAD and almost ten times as large as the New Bedford 

Harbor CAD. Additionally, the concentration of contaminants and the volume of dredged 

material for the Passaic Superfund site are both higher than at most other CAD sites. 

The Puget Sound CAD contains sediments with much lower contaminant concentrations 
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than in the Passaic, and in New Bedford, only the least contaminated sediment was 

accepted for the CAD (Passaic River Federal Trustees 2014). 

 

The Passaic River Proposed Plan cites the New Bedford Harbor in Massachusetts as a 

CAD that has been “constructed and maintained in a protective manner” (EPA 2014b, p. 

39), yet there are no available data thus far to prove that the CAD is protective. 

Furthermore, the first CADs at New Bedford Harbor were only completed in 2004 and 

2008. These CADs are still relatively new, and sufficient time has not yet passed to 

determine the ultimate success of these CADs. 

 

One of the points raised at the forum on Confined Aquatic Disposal (CAD) cells at the 

NJIT Forum was that CAD cells are widely used and have been for quite some years. 

As reference for this statement, a paper by Palermo and Bosworth (2008) is cited as 

documenting 29 CAD/CDF facilities that are successful in confining contaminated 

materials.  

 

The paper by Palermo and Bosworth does indeed list 29 facilities, all of which are 

described as Confined Disposal Facilities(CDF); the distinction between CAD and CDF 

is not subtle.  A CAD is an in-water facility that has been excavated into clay, rock, etc. 

and is intended to create little vertical profile above the bottom. A CDF is a shore-side 

facility, often using berms or existing features as part of the containment.  Palermo and 

Bosworth (2008) state: “A CDF is an engineered structure consisting of dikes or other 

structures that extend above any adjacent water surface and enclose a disposal area 

for containment of dredged material, isolating the dredged material from adjacent 

waters or land.”  

 

Table 1 of Palermo and Bosworth (2008) lists 29 structures that include: 

 One that is in the planning stages; construction not started 

 Ten are inland waterways in freshwater lakes 

 Several are upland and not at the shoreline 

 The marine or estuarine CDFs are almost all at the shoreline 

 Only three seem to be not at the shore or on shore 

 

While the paper makes a strong case for the effectiveness of CDF’s, as described in the 

definition, little information is provided regarding offshore CAD’s. No CADs are 

discussed with the design characteristics of the CAD that would have to be constructed 

in Newark Bay for disposal of these highly contaminated sediments. In short, the 

Palermo and Bosworth (2008) paper is not a good source of specific information with 

which to authorize a massive CAD in Newark Bay. 
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CPG Sustainable Remedy Proposal 

Background 

The Sustainable Remedy proposal put forth by the Passaic Cooperating Parties Group 

(CPG) addresses hot spots of contamination along the entire 17 miles of the Lower 

Passaic River. About 25 highly contaminated areas along the river will be targeted and 

dredged. The Sustainable Remedy is estimated to take about five years, and CPG has 

projected it will reduce risk from surface sediment by 70-80%. Completion of targeted 

dredging would be followed by a review of the results and using adaptive management 

(CPG 2013). While the Sustainable Remedy plan would operate on a much shorter time 

scale than other proposed remedial options, and may reduce the cost due to the 

reduced cleanup time, there are a number of major issues with this particular form of 

remediation. The CPG has not yet released a final document detailing the proposed 

remedy for public review. Therefore, the following comments are based upon a limited 

amount of information released by the CPG. 

 

Hot Spot Approach 

The Sustainable Remedy approach aims to remove sediment from only the most 

contaminated areas within the Lower Passaic River. This method will remove only the 

highest concentrations from the ecosystem (>500 ppt of 2,3,7,8-TCDD), but there will 

still be contamination left in place that will continue to cycle through the environment 

and its organisms for years to come. The CPG touts the Sustainable Remedy approach 

as a holistic approach that addresses both human and environmental health.  

 

Additional Sources of Contamination 

The Sustainable Remedy only addresses contaminated sediment in the riverbed, while 

other areas of contamination are not addressed. For example, the wooden bulking on 

either side of much of the Lower Passaic is infused with a variety of contaminants. 

Wood can hold in contaminants such as PCBs for years, all the while slowly releasing 

contaminants back into the water. Furthermore, the Lower Passaic will also require 

shoreline restoration. The Sustainable Remedy plan accounts for mudflats and 

nearshore areas, but it does not account for the extensive shorelines of the Passaic that 

will require extensive cleanup, as would occur in a bank-to-bank cleanup. 

 

Modeling COPC Concentrations 

Like any model, the model for the Sustainable Remedy plan is based upon 

assumptions. However, without specifics, these assumptions on which the model is 

based cannot be analyzed to determine if they are faulty. In addition, CPG claims that 

the model uses more data than that used by EPA to estimate contaminant 

concentrations in each area of the river (CPG 2013). If CPG has collected additional 

data outside of that collected/used by EPA, it needs to be made available for review to 
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evaluate whether it meets data collection criteria and is accurate in order to be used in 

this model. 

 

Watershed Restoration 

The CPG has also noted the necessity for efforts to control ongoing sources of pollution. 

Source control is undoubtedly important to sustaining the cleanup levels, however, it is 

not the largest objective relative to CPG’s efforts, which should be focused on the best 

cleanup for the sediments currently contaminated.  

 

Adaptive Management 

The Sustainable Remedy proposal relies heavily upon an adaptive management 

approach for cleaning up river sediment. While adaptive management can be an 

appropriate option for contaminant remediation, it does not necessarily apply to this 

particular project.  Significant alterations to the Passaic River Proposed Plan would be 

needed in order for the Passaic cleanup project to achieve its goal of using an adaptive 

management framework (see also our Adaptive Management comments). Adaptive 

management operates on the basis that restoration decisions will be modified over time 

in response to how the ecosystem is responding. In the case of the Passaic, it is already 

obvious that the condition of the ecosystem will not improve unless all contaminants are 

removed. Adaptive management will not prove to be useful when the outcomes of the 

Sustainable Remedy cleanup are already apparent before the process has even begun. 

 

Fisheries Restoration 

The Sustainable Remedy includes fisheries restoration as one facet of the project. 

However, no amount of “fisheries restoration” will make fish from the Lower Passaic 

safe for human consumption without removing the contaminants. A program that would 

“remove invasive species that drive this risk, such as carp, and replace them with more 

desirable native species like striped bass that are less affected by any sediment 

contamination that would remain after implementation” should not be the focus of CPG’s 

efforts, and requires a massive scale effort beyond that of CPG’s capacity. Further, the 

proposed fish exchange program, where contaminated wild caught fish from the 

Passaic can be traded in for aquaponics raised striped bass, obscures the necessity for 

a full and complete cleanup by CPG (see also our Fish Exchange comments). 
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Adaptive Management 

Introduction 

Adaptive management is a process in which the management decisions involving the 

restoration and/or maintenance of an ecological system are modified over time in 

response to how those decisions affect the system.  This type of management is most 

useful in projects with high uncertainty that make it difficult to select a more traditional 

management framework.  This type of uncertainty is often seen at Superfund sites 

because of the unknown or uncertain distribution of contaminants, large scale and time 

frame. These uncertainties could range from the frequency and magnitude of major 

storm events to the interactions among trophic levels, and ultimately affect the potential 

success of any remediation project. This situation can be particularly true when 

managing major cleanup operations, which may rely on the interactions between a 

number of remediation procedures and technologies.   

 

The proposed plan for the Lower Eight Miles of the Lower Passaic River indicates the 

intention to use an adaptive management framework with the preferred remedial 

alternative of Capping with Dredging for Flooding and Navigation.  No matter the final 

remedy, sediment removal, treatment, capping, etc. will require coordinating multiple 

procedures and could include new methods. This situation is well-suited for use of an 

adaptive management approach. 

 

Conditions for Using Adaptive Management 

According to the Department of the Interior’s Adaptive Management Applications Guide 

(Williams & Brown, 2012), there are five primary conditions that a site should meet to be 

considered an appropriate candidate for adaptive management. These conditions are: 

 

1. Management action is needed 

2. Decisions are based on clear measurable objectives 

3. A range of management options exist 

4. Monitoring will be conducted and can reduce uncertainty 

5. Managers and stakeholders must commit to adaptive management 

 

These conditions are explained below. 

 

First, managers must determine that some type of management action is necessary in 

spite of substantial uncertainty. The Lower Passaic River meets the threshold whereby, 

in doing nothing, the risk to human health and the environment is greater than the risk 

posed by acting on a management plan with uncertain consequences. The high levels 

of contamination in fish and crab tissues present a significant risk to both human 

consumers and animals.  The contaminants of concern (COCs) in sediments throughout 
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the river must be addressed despite uncertainty in how the proposed management 

alternatives will affect the river system. 

 

Second, there must be clear and measurable objectives around which to base 

management decisions.  Without these goals and metrics, it can be difficult to determine 

if the actions taken are effectively improving the conditions of a site. The Lower Passaic 

River meets this condition also: in the Proposed Plan, preliminary remediation goals 

(PRGs) are given for various COCs.  These PRGs take into account how sediment 

concentrations affect fish and crab tissue concentrations, as well as the human cancer 

risk of consuming different numbers of fish and crab meals per year. These PRGs 

provide the basis for clear objectives that can be measured via sediment and animal 

tissue concentrations to present a clear picture of the remediation’s effectiveness. 

 

Third, there must be a range of possible management alternatives from which to choose 

and the flexibility to change management approaches if the initial alternative proves to 

be less effective than anticipated. New alternatives can also be considered. It is this 

condition that distinguishes adaptive management from other management frameworks, 

and the use of adaptive management is counter-indicated if there is not a clear 

willingness to discontinue ineffectual management alternatives.  The Lower Passaic 

River meets this condition in theory: the focused feasibility study (FFS) and proposed 

plan provide numerous potential management actions through combining three 

separate scenarios for managing the dredged materials with four separate remedial 

alternatives. However, the plan addresses the possibility of remedial actions being 

modified thusly: “Any remedy modifications will be made and documented in 

accordance with the CERCLA process, through an Explanation of Significant 

Differences or an Amendment to the ROD [Record of Decision]” (US EPA, 2014). While 

this provision technically allows for flexibility, neither an ESD or ROD amendment is 

appropriate for allowing modifications during the remedial process. The process of 

formally changing the ROD is not responsive enough to fully enter into the spirit of an 

adaptive management framework. Language will need to be inserted in the ROD to 

allow methodological or procedural modifications based on monitoring data or other 

information.  

 

Fourth, there must be types of monitoring conducted during the remedial process that 

can reduce the level of uncertainty.  The intent of the adaptive management framework 

is to use knowledge gained during the management action to better inform future 

decisions and adjustments in management.  This modification is impossible without 

some type of monitoring that can provide information on the response of the site to the 

remedial actions.  The Lower Passaic River does meet this condition: the Proposed 

Plan indicates that the preferred alternative includes long-term monitoring of COC 
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concentrations in fish, sediment, and the water column.  This information would allow 

site managers to determine if COC concentrations are behaving as modeled, and when 

certain goals have been achieved. Water column monitoring allows for modifications of 

in-water activities to reduce the input of contaminants. 

 

Fifth, there must be an active and sustained commitment by the stakeholders to the 

principles of adaptive management and the complex role they play in remediating sites.  

Many large remediation projects require decades to complete, and the stakeholders 

must be able and willing to invest time and resources over the full course of the project.  

The Lower Passaic River meets this condition: there are a number of community 

advocacy groups, a coalition of parties responsible for the cleanup, and extensive 

involvement of both state and federal environmental regulators to ensure the adaptive 

management framework is used over the life of the remediation project. 

 

Because the Lower Passaic River meets these five conditions, adaptive management is 

an appropriate management framework within which to carry out remediation of the 

river.  This conclusion is particularly true due to the proposed use of dredging in the 

remedial alternatives.  According to the National Research Council (2007), the size, 

long time-frame, and complexity of Superfund dredging projects demand the flexibility 

that adaptive management can offer.  However, the typical Superfund process, in which 

a single remedial alternative is selected from those identified in the feasibility study and 

rarely modified significantly, remains largely incompatible with the spirit of adaptive 

management.  In order for the Lower Passaic River remediation project to achieve its 

stated goal of using an adaptive management framework, significant alterations to the 

proposed plan are needed. The Hudson River PCB remediation offers a simple example 

of modifications in the operational changes to reduce airborne PCBs and to increase the 

rate of sediment removal to shorten the project duration. 

 

Using Adaptive Management in the Lower Passaic River Remediation 

Adaptive management is typically depicted as a cyclical process consisting of six 

primary steps in which monitoring provides the feedback necessary to initiate each 

iteration of the cycle (NRC, 2005). The six steps are presented below with comments on 

how well the Lower Passaic River Proposed Plan integrates each step. 

 

Step 1: Assessing the Problem 

The first step in adaptive management is to assess the problem. This includes 

establishing measurable goals and the metrics to measure progress towards those 

goals, as well as assessing any predictive models or forecasts to anticipate site-

response to remedial actions (NRC, 2007). Within the Superfund process, this may 

begin in the early stages during the preliminary assessment (PA) and site investigation 
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(SI), but is primarily accomplished during the remedial investigation (RI) and feasibility 

study (FS).  On the Lower Passaic River, field investigations and monitoring have been 

conducted since the 1990s, and conceptual modeling has been used to predict how 

COCs may move through the river system in each of the remedial alternatives. 

Management goals have also been set via the remedial area objectives and PRGs.  

However, not all of the necessary information has been collected to consider the 

problem fully assessed. The Proposed Plan admits the need for a fish migration study to 

help minimize the impact of remedial actions on migratory fish.  In order for this step to 

be complete, all relevant information should be collected prior to finalizing a plan for 

remediation. 

 

Step 2: Designing a Management Plan 

The second step in adaptive management is to design a management plan.  This step 

includes comparing and selecting remedial actions. This includes selecting indicator 

values which may trigger changes in the selected remediation plan.  The remedial 

alternatives are compared based on likelihood of meeting management goals, cost, 

short- and long-term effectiveness, implementability, community acceptance, and other 

factors (US EPA, 2014).  Adaptive management plans from this step can be either 

passive or active.  In active adaptive management, multiple competing remedial 

alternatives are implemented in order to compare their actual effects on the resources 

being managed (NRC, 2005).  This type of experimental design ideally leads to a better 

understanding of the impacts of the various alternatives, but is typically impractical for 

remediation projects of the size and scope of most Superfund projects.  Passive 

adaptive management is more typical of the Superfund process, and involves selecting 

a single remedial alternative that is determined to be the most appropriate for the site. 

 

Once a remedial alternative has been selected, it is important to determine what 

indicator values should trigger a change in the management action.  In other words, if 

the preferred alternative does not perform as anticipated, there should be a clear and 

specific plan for modifying the management plan or using one of the other identified 

alternatives. 

 

In the Proposed Plan for the Lower Passaic River, the various remedial alternatives 

from the FFS have been compared and evaluated, and the preferred alternative has 

been selected.  Although this process is appropriate within a passive adaptive 

management framework, there must be some discussion of what criteria must be met 

for the preferred alternative to be modified or dismissed.  Unfortunately, the proposed 

plan does not address this vital component of the adaptive management process other 

than to state that remedy modifications will be handled in standard CERCLA fashion via 
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a change to the ROD.  This general statement is entirely too vague to qualify as a good-

faith effort in applying adaptive management to the site.   

 

The preferred alternative involves dredging a 300-foot wide navigational channel out of 

the contaminated sediment, dredging to a 2.5 foot depth outside of the navigational 

channel, disposing of that sediment off-site, and covering the remainder of the 

contaminated sediment with an engineered cap.  This alternative would require 

monitoring and maintenance of the cap in perpetuity to ensure that it is containing the 

contamination, and relies on the compliance of the general public with directives to 

protect the cap, such as not anchoring boats on the cap material.  In addition, 

navigational channels must be periodically dredged to remain serviceable, and it is 

difficult to imagine a scenario in which the navigational channel is dredged without 

disturbing the cap.  However, no provision is made in the proposed plan for the failure of 

the cap to contain the contamination, and there are no criteria listed that would trigger a 

significant modification to this management plan.  Without this information, the 

Proposed Plan cannot be considered to be fully engaged in the principle of adaptive 

management. 

 

Step 3: Implementing the Plan 

The third step in the adaptive management process is simply to implement the plan as 

designed in Step 2.  This includes making modifications to the plan according to the 

specific criteria agreed upon prior to implementation, with appropriate documentation 

and engagement with the stakeholders.  Although the Lower Passaic River has not yet 

begun this step in the process, there may be difficulties during this process due to the 

issues outlined above. 

 

Step 4: Monitoring 

The fourth step in adaptive management is to monitor for quantifiable data that will 

indicate if the plan is being effective at achieving the remedial objectives.  This 

monitoring should be designed in such a way as to assess whether the actions taken at 

the site were in compliance with the plan, whether the plan is meeting the remedial 

objectives, and whether the conceptual site model is using the correct parameters and 

relationships between variables.  In the Lower Passaic River proposed plan, the primary 

monitoring parameters are COC concentrations in the water column, sediment, and fish 

and crab tissue.  These are sufficient to determine progress towards the remedial 

objectives and to compare to the model, but it is unclear if they can be used to 

determine the level of compliance with the management plan without a more detailed 

plan. 
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Step 5: Evaluating Results Obtained from Monitoring 

Once monitoring data have been collected, those results are compared to the models 

from Step 1 of the management process. The difference between the modeled 

outcomes and the results of the monitoring can provide greater insight into the 

dynamics of a complex system and reduce the level of uncertainty in making 

management decisions. This step is key in the utility of the adaptive management 

framework because it allows new information to create a better understanding of the 

remediation site and refine management decisions.  Unfortunately, the Superfund 

process is not designed to provide an expedient and agile method of evaluating and 

responding to new information.  The five-year review process can be used as a platform 

for performing this type of evaluation, but more informal, short-term evaluations may be 

more effective at identifying potential problems or faulty information in the models. The 

Lower Passaic River proposed plan does not identify how often or by what indicators 

monitoring data will be evaluated against conceptual or quantitative models.  Without 

this information, it is unclear how an adaptive management strategy will be employed 

for this site. 

 

Step 6: Adjusting the Management Plan in Response to the Monitoring Results 

Once the new monitoring data has been evaluated and integrated into the site model, 

adjustments must be made to the management plan to account for any significant 

improvements in understanding.  This involves updating models to reflect the new 

information, reviewing the remedial objectives to determine if they are still reasonable, 

and updating any management actions as appropriate.  Under the current Superfund 

process, this would be accomplished during the five-year review.  However, the Lower 

Passaic proposed plan does not give a thorough explanation of how the management 

plan can be modified without modifying the ROD.  The process of updating remedies 

through modification of the ROD can be lengthy and does not reflect the intended goal 

of adaptive management, which is to provide a flexible framework for coping with 

uncertainty.  

 

Once Step 6 is complete, the cycle continues back to Step 1 for another round of 

problem assessment.  This allows the stakeholders to determine if the new information 

gathered in the previous cycle has illuminated additional aspects of the remediation site, 

or altered the understanding of a previous problem.  With each iteration of the adaptive 

management cycle, uncertainty is reduced and management actions are refined to 

better target the problem.  With its large scale and high levels of complexity and 

uncertainty, the Lower Passaic River is an excellent candidate for adaptive 

management.  However, the current proposed plan advocates for an adaptive 

management approach without fully engaging in each step of the process.  Without a 

very clear strategy for how management actions may be modified, including 
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contingencies for the possible failure of the preferred alternative, the proposed plan is 

simply an attempt at management, not adaptive management.   
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Fish Exchange 

Introduction 

The Lower Passaic River Focused Feasibility Study Area consists of eight miles of the 

Passaic River and is part of the Diamond Alkali Superfund Site in northeastern New 

Jersey.  Contamination of the Passaic River goes back over 150 years, and chemicals 

of concern include polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs), polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons 

(PAHs), dioxins, pesticides, mercury, lead and other metals. Many of these 

contaminants are capable of biomagnification in the river’s ecosystem, and humans who 

eat fish or seafood from the river are at risk of consuming dangerous levels of these 

chemicals (EPA 2014).  

 

Of the various responsible parties that have contributed to the contamination over the 

years, there are almost 70 companies that are being held financially responsible for 

cleaning up the Lower Passaic, collectively known as the Lower Passaic River Study 

Area Cooperating Parties Group (CPG).  The CPG has proposed that the best method 

for reducing the human exposures to the contaminants in the river is to institute an 

exchange program in which anglers fishing the river could exchange their contaminated 

catch for uncontaminated fish raised in aquaculture facilities nearby.  Although this 

method was largely dismissed by both community activists and officials (Fallon 2013), 

and was not included in the Environmental Protection Agency’s (EPA) Proposed Plan 

(2014), the CPG’s continued insistence upon its consideration justifies further 

exploration into the concept and its potential applications for the Lower Passaic. 

 

Fish Exchange Concept 

The CPG has proposed a one-year pilot program to install and operate an aquaponics 

system within the City of Newark, administered by faculty from Rutgers University and 

operated by otherwise unemployed veterans.  In this system, hybrid striped bass would 

be raised in indoor tanks and their waste products recycled to provide nitrate-rich water 

for vegetable gardens.  The plants would then filter the water so it could be returned to 

the fish tanks and start the cycle over.  This would provide a source of fresh fish and 

vegetables to local communities, provide job training for veterans, and could potentially 

serve as an educational opportunity for local school children (CPG 2013 and Jaffe 

2014). 

 

However, the primary purpose of this pilot program is to explore the possibility of 

mitigating human exposures to the Passaic River’s contaminants by allowing anglers to 

exchange fish caught in the polluted river for those raised in the aquaponics system.  

Because consumption of contaminated fish and crabs is the primary source of human 

exposure to contaminants, the CPG contends that such an exchange program would 

more quickly and effectively reduce human exposures than a complete river remediation 
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project.  Unfortunately, there is very limited information available on this type of program 

ever being used at a contaminated site, and it is extremely difficult to assess its 

potential for success in reducing human exposures.  However, in reviewing the 

information provided by the CPG about the plan, a number of potential challenges 

become apparent. 

 

Potential Challenges 

The CPG’s aquaponics experiment is intended to be a one-year pilot program rather 

than a full-scale launch, and so the omission of some details on how a fully-funded 

program would operate is to be expected.  However, there are several concerns that are 

not being addressed in the design of the pilot program.  These have the potential to be 

significant obstacles not only to the success of a full implementation of the exchange 

program, but to the success of the pilot program as well. 

 

The first step in implementing a new community program is to determine if there is 

demand for such a program in the community.  The CPG does not present the results of 

any surveys to determine if anglers would be interested in exchanging fish they worked 

to catch for farmed fish.  The plan neither addresses the languages that signage and 

educational materials would be published in, nor does it indicate what metrics would be 

used to determine if the community is actively using the exchange program, or how 

significantly human exposure is being reduced. 

 

If it can be determined that the community would be interested in the fish exchange 

program, the next step would be to assess the extent of the demand and what facilities 

are needed to supply enough fish for the exchanges.  The CPG originally submitted a 

request for a zoning variance that would allow them to build the aquaponics facility at 

Metropolitan Baptist Church in Newark, but later withdrew the application, commenting 

that the building would have required too much renovation.  It is currently unclear what 

alternative facility the CPG is considering (Fallon 2014).  The CPG does not indicate 

how many fish will be produced by their project in comparison to how many fish are 

routinely caught and eaten by local fishermen.  Although this is a pilot program, there 

should be a sense of how many aquaponics facilities would be needed for a full 

implementation of this plan. 

 

Another concern is that only one variety of fish—a striped bass hybrid—is to be 

produced by the aquaponics pilot project (CPG 2013).   This is a concern because it is 

unlikely that everyone in the local community will prefer eating this hybrid fish over the 

other options available in the Passaic River.  The CPG’s own research indicates that at 

least 25 percent of the fish consumed out of the Passaic River are carp (Fallon 2013), 

and media interviews with locals indicate that many people in the area target the 
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Passaic’s crabs, despite a ban on crabbing in the river (Fallon 2013).  If contaminated 

fish and crabs are consumed because they are preferred to the one species of fish on 

offer for exchange, there is no reduction of human exposure and the project will fail to 

meet its goals. 

 

Another challenge that the CPG’s plan fails to address is the simple logistics of such an 

ambitious exchange program.  In order for the program to be utilized, it must not be 

cumbersome for local fishermen to exchange their catches for uncontaminated fish.  It is 

not feasible to require low-income fishermen, who may or may not have reliable 

transportation, to haul their entire catch to a single central point for exchange.  The 

alternative is to set up a number of exchange points convenient to the Passaic River 

where fishermen can exchange their contaminated catches without significant travel.  

However, fishing and crabbing are both activities that often occur outside normal 

business hours, and such exchange points would need to be staffed throughout the day, 

seven days per week to be genuinely effective. 

 

Conclusion 

The CPG’s fish exchange pilot program does not adequately reduce human exposures 

to the toxic chemicals in the Passaic River.  Any success from the program is largely 

dependent on how the program is implemented and what other measures are taken to 

remediate contamination in the river system.  The CPG’s position that the fish exchange 

program would reduce human exposures more quickly and effectively than a complete 

remediation of the river is not supported by any scientific literature, surveys, or previous 

experiences at other contaminated sites.  The pilot project may provide some 

information on the potential of such a program, but should not be included as part of any 

formal remediation plan as its value is questionable and wholly unquantified. 
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Bioremediation 

Background 

Bioremediation uses living organisms to remove or neutralize contaminants in soil, 

sediment or water, including groundwater, and may be applied in situ or ex situ. In situ 

treatment involves addressing the contaminated material on-site, while ex situ treatment 

is the removal of the contaminated material for treatment elsewhere. Bioremediation 

can involve plants, composting, fungi, bacteria cultures, and various other methods of 

using living organisms. The use of plants to remove contaminants is known as 

phytoremediation. In the case of the contaminated sediments in the Passaic River, the 

challenges include chlorinated organics (PCBs, dioxins) and metals at a depth of at 

least 15 feet and the contamination layer may extend another 15 feet or more. The 

Passaic River is estuarine with a tidal range of about 6 feet; 8 miles of river bottom are 

proposed for remediation in the current phase, with another 8 miles upriver needing 

remediation eventually. Treating this volume and mass of contaminated material in 

place is a logistical and biological challenge that has not been accomplished or even 

attempted previously, to our knowledge. 

 

Bioremediation of groundwater using bacterial metabolism is a standard practice in 

environmental remediation. The basic process works well on such contaminants as 

TCE, PCE, benzene and a variety of organic solvents.  A sample of the contaminated 

groundwater is cultured in the lab to isolate and identify the bacteria that are present 

and able to break down the chemical(s). Next, the best nutritional substrate is identified 

to allow bacterial growth in field conditions, allowing the bacteria to flourish and 

metabolize the contaminants. Nutrient materials (e.g. glucose, lactose, molasses) are 

injected into the groundwater and the contaminant levels monitored. 

 

Bioremediation Using Bacteria 

One of the premier bioremediation companies currently at work is BioTech 

Restorations1, a North Carolina-based company that has extensive work experience on 

the east coast. BioTech specializes in the cleanup of organic contaminants such as 

PCBs, dioxins, DDT and toxaphane. BioTech provides remedial solutions specifically 

formulated for the soil matrix at each site and its unique chemistry.  To remediate a site, 

BioTech uses what they call a “Factor,” a simple protein that treats indigenous bacteria 

in contaminated soil. The Factor helps the bacteria to secrete enzymes that break down 

the contaminants. When applied to soil, the Factor is applied using common farming 

equipment, and then the soil is turned and irrigated with water every several days. Over 

a period of several weeks, contaminant levels can be reduced by 90%. Some of 

                                                           
1
 Disclaimer: Environmental Stewardship Concepts, LLC worked with BioTech Restorations on the first 

draft of the QAPP for the Housatonic River cleanup. ESC completed the project in May 2014 and is no 
longer under contract to BioTech Restorations. 
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BioTech’s most well known remediation projects include the former New England Log 

Homes factory site in Great Barrington, Massachusetts and the Hercules Chemical 

Plant in Brunswick, Georgia (BioTech Restorations). 

 

Although the Log Homes factory site is different from the Passaic in that the 

contaminants of concern at the Log Homes site were mainly dioxins and it was not a 

river site, the Log Homes site can be used as a comparison for possible bioremediation 

options for the Passaic. Geographically, the Log Homes site and the Passaic Superfund 

site are in similar areas of the northeast that experience essentially the same weather 

patterns. These weather patterns dictate a particular work schedule for soil remediation, 

and the schedule used at the Log Homes site in Great Barrington could also apply to ex 

situ remediation of sediments from the Passaic River. In addition, the Log Homes 

factory site is along the banks of the Housatonic River. While the Housatonic is not a 

tidal river like the Passaic, the two sites do share some biologic and geologic factors 

that make the soil matrices similar.  

 

Despite successful bioremediation projects at terrestrial sites, it is important to note that 

bioremediation of soil has not yet been applied in situ to a riverbed. Thus, any 

bioremediation plans for the Passaic must take into account the tidal nature of the 

Passaic River as well as the difference between riverine/estuarine and terrestrial 

sediments. 

 

In Situ Bioremediation  

While the in situ bioremediation pilot study for the Passaic proposed by Dr. John 

Pardue, Maxus Energy, and Tierra Solutions could cut down remediation costs by 

eliminating the need for dredging, a number of challenges remain. The main issue is 

that in situ remediation in an estuarine river has not yet been performed, and there are 

no available data on which to base any assumptions for the study. Furthermore, the 

theories behind the pilot study are based on Dr. Pardue’s bioremediation work with 

groundwater, which is quite different from the freshwater and brackish water of the 

Passaic. Although in situ bioremediation could very well be successful in the Passaic 

River, the present risks associated with this particular method seem to outweigh the 

possible benefits. 

 

Several major implementation challenges need to be addressed: 

1- Identification, isolation and culture of a bacterial strain that will dechlorinate 

dioxins and PCBs. 

2- Delivery of the bacteria or nutrients to stimulate bacterial growth 

3- Increasing the rate of breakdown of dioxins and PCBs to a level sufficiently high 

to remediate a site. 
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A bacterial strain that can dechlorinate PCBs has been identified and cultured by Dr. 

Bedard at Rensselaer Polytechnic Institute in NY (Bedard 2007), but this bacterial strain 

has never been applied in field conditions. The problem that Bedard indicated was that 

the bacterium is an obligate anaerobe and the lowest level of oxygen will poison the 

culture and eliminate any breakdown action. 

 

Phytoremediation 

Bioremediation research has shown that wetland plants can be successful at removing 

contaminants from wetland soils. Certain plants can remove stored elements from 

sediment pools and release them in an atmospheric form through tissue leaching and 

litter fall (Czako 2006). The marsh grass Spartina (Spartina alterniflora) is likely able to 

uptake PCBs and other contaminants from contaminated sediment (Mrozek 1982). 

Spartina is a hardy, fast-growing grass that can thrive in most wetland habitats. Studies 

have shown that Spartina does have the ability to take up, translocate and accumulate 

PCBs from contaminated sediments (Mrozek 1982). However, there is not yet enough 

published research to consider the use of Spartina, or any other single wetland plant for 

that matter, as a standalone remediation option. Phytoremediation could be one viable 

option when used in conjunction with other more drastic remediation options, such as ex 

situ soil remediation. 

 

Future Direction 

While bioremediation is still an emerging technology, there are already several success 

stories from around the country. The contaminated sediments in the Passaic River 

could benefit from certain bioremediation methods, although it is important to consider 

options outside of bioremediation as well. At present, the most applicable option for 

remediating the sediments of the Passaic seems to be the methods pioneered by the 

team at BioTech Restorations. Their work on dioxin remediation at the Log Homes 

factory site, while not a perfect model, could be used to help design a bioremediation 

plan for sediments in the Passaic River. Sediments dredged from the river would be 

moved to a terrestrial location, treated to remove the dioxins and PCBs, and then once 

cleaned, made available for beneficial use 
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General Site Observations and Proposed Plan Comments 

Site Observations 

Because of the proximity of residential areas to the Passaic, ESC expects that the 

community will want to insist that EPA implement a monitoring program during the 

remediation. A good example would be a monitoring program at least as rigorous as the 

one on the upper Hudson River PCB removal action under CERCLA that addresses 

both environmental conditions and quality-of-life measures. Environmental measures 

address both air and water quality, whereas quality-of-life measures on the upper 

Hudson include noise, odor, river traffic and light. 

 

Shoreline restoration may be assumed or expected in several remediation options, but 

in truth, shoreline restoration/remediation needs to be made a part of any remediation 

plan for the Passaic River. Either by foot or by boat, a tour of the river front will reveal 

that the fine sediments, which are the organic matrix that binds PCBs and other toxic 

organic chemicals, deposit on the shoreline and have built up a layer of sediment that is 

likely contaminated. 

 

In addition to the shoreline remediation, the shore zone, including the mid and upper 

intertidal zone, will have to be restored following sediment removal and replacement. 

The restoration needs to consider both structural demands of the shore zone, i.e. 

keeping structures in place, erosion control and prevention etc., but also providing 

habitat and substrate for biota that reside there now or that will be expected to re-

establish following remediation. The restoration effort will also require re-vegetation in 

areas that are not altered by human activities in such a way as to prevent or control 

vegetation. An examination of the shore of the Passaic reveals that marsh grass 

(Spartina alterniflora) and wood shrubs currently inhabit the shore and will have to be 

replaced.  

 

An examination of the lower Passaic also reveals numerous and extensive bulkheading 

and old pilings of wood that will certainly have absorbed toxic chemicals and that now 

need to be removed as part of the remedial activities.  These wooden structures have 

been sinks for the deposition of chemicals and represent sources of chemicals that are 

and will continue to re-contaminate the Passaic.  If not removed, these wooden 

structures will undermine the success of any remediation plan. 

 

Appendix A demonstrates the possible dewatering sites available that are large enough 

for use along the Passaic River and Newark Bay. 
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Proposed Plan Comments 

The contaminants of concern (COCs) at the site include dioxins/furans, PCBs, mercury, 

DDT, copper, Dieldrin, polyaromatic hydrocarbons, and lead. The capping will only 

consist of two feet of sand and are not substantial enough for storm events and will 

present challenges in maintaining the navigational channel in the 2.2 miles closest to 

Newark Bay. Additionally, capping must account for the issues the tide presents in that 

there is flow from both directions and a changing salt wedge where heavy rains will 

present a greater freshwater influx. 

 

The Plan proposes dredging 4.3 million cubic yards for the purposes of re-grading the 

sediment surface before capping, but not in the context of testing sediment and 

dredging until clean.  The intent of the dredging may be different, however, the act of 

dredging is not and dredge-until-clean is the most effective and permanent cleanup 

available. Even that which is dredged for the purposes of flooding prevention could be 

treated by in-situ methods rather than transported off-site to incinerators and landfills 

 

EPA has considered treatment as a component of dredged material management but 

believes that additional treatment of all the sediment in the Focused Feasibility Study 

Area is not practicable.  They believe it would not be cost effective given the high 

volume of sediment and the number of COCs that would need to be addressed.  

However, the current chosen remedy will require that institutional controls remain in 

place in the form of fish and crab consumption advisories until such time as 

concentrations drop and NJDEP can “relax” the advisories, but may never be able to 

remove them entirely. The chosen remedy requires costly long-term monitoring and 

maintenance of the engineered cap and costly long-term monitoring of fish and 

sediment. The long-term costs of the current remedy are high, both financially and with 

regards to ecological and human health. A more permanent cleanup that involves more 

dredging and in-situ treatment will cut out long-term costs, both financially and with 

regards to ecological and human health. 
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Appendix A 
 
Figure 1 details three possible options for sediment dewatering sites on the Passaic 
River.  Photos taken in the field were georeferenced with Google Earth imagery to 
create Figure 1.  A photo of each site is also attached for review (Figures 2-4).   
 
The sites are as follows:  
Figure 2. Site 1 –Possible previous sediment/fill Lot near Piles Creek & South of Newark 
Bay  
Figure 3. Site 2 – Vacant Lot off Distribution Avenue located on Kearny Point 
Figure 4. Site 3 – Vacant/construction lot near abandoned building and off Lister Ave.  
 
 

 
Figure 1. Possible options for sediment dewatering sites 
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Figure 2. Site 1: Possible previous sediment/fill Lot near Piles Creek & South of Newark 
Bay 

 

Figure 3. Site 2: Vacant Lot off Distribution Avenue located on Kearny Point 
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Figure 4. Site 3: Vacant/construction lot near abandoned building and off Lister Ave 
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Yeh, Alice

From: Debbie Mans <debbie@nynjbaykeeper.org>

Sent: Wednesday, August 20, 2014 5:09 PM

To: Region2 PassaicLower8MileComments

Cc: Yeh, Alice; Enck, Judith; Kluesner, Dave; Basso, Ray; Ana Baptista; doug@forumfg.com; 

Molly Greenberg; Sandra Meola; Plevin, Lisa

Subject: Re: CAG Comments on Proposed Plan

Attachments: Passaic CAG Final Comments 8 20 14.pdf

All 

Just to confirm the previously attached document was the final set of comments from the CAG, despite being 

labeled "draft."  Reformatted version in PDF attached.  Thanks, Debbie 

ps. I could not get the DR watermark to come off... 

 

 

______________________ 
Debbie Mans, Executive Director & Baykeeper 
NY/NJ Baykeeper 

52 W. Front St. 
Keyport, NJ 07735 

732-888-9870 x2 
debbie@nynjbaykeeper.org 

www.nynjbaykeeper.org 

 

On Wed, Aug 20, 2014 at 2:27 PM, Debbie Mans <debbie@nynjbaykeeper.org> wrote: 

Dear Administrator Enck, Alice, Dave, Ray, and Lisa: 

Attached please find the comments of the CAG on the proposed plan to cleanup the lower 8 miles of the 

Passaic River.  Thank you, Debbie and Ana 

 

______________________ 
Debbie Mans, Executive Director & Baykeeper 
NY/NJ Baykeeper 

52 W. Front St. 
Keyport, NJ 07735 

732-888-9870 x2 
debbie@nynjbaykeeper.org 

www.nynjbaykeeper.org 

 



 

1 
 

Judith A. Enck, Regional Administrator  
US Environmental Protection Agency 
290 Broadway 
NY, NY  
 
 
August 20, 2014 
 
 
Dear Administrator Enck,  
 
We are writing on behalf of the Passaic River Community Advisory Group for the Lower Passaic 
River Restoration Project. Since our formation in 2009, we have carefully studied the technical 
approaches, concerns and issues related to the clean up of the Passaic River broadly. Our group 
has representation from and engaged with a broad cross section of stakeholders that care about 
the future of this river. We have also benefited from past and current technical assistance grants 
and technical assistance support contracts to examine critical areas of technical expertise. 
Throughout this process, we have remained committed to our core values we developed as group 
and have stayed focus on a full review of all the possible avenues to achieve a clean and healthy 
river.   
 
In 2010, The CAG identified a series of community values that provide a detailed understanding 
of the breadth of concerns of the many communities along the Passaic River and the great 
importance that a restored Passaic can play in our lives. These values are included as part of our 
comments on the Proposed Plan. While all are important for EPA to consider in making and 
implementing the final decision, we repeat here the specific values on Environmental Protection 
and Restoration, which are perhaps most directly relevant to the decision at hand: 

• Make all decisions in light of a long-term goal to eventually return the river to a fishable, 
swimmable condition 

• Restore the Passaic to a living river and a viable natural resource, with coordinated short 
and long-term efforts to conduct wetlands, habitat, and wildlife restoration 

• Place a high priority on locating natural resource restoration activities in the local 
communities that have been directly affected by the long-term pollution of the river 

• Protect against cross contamination to air, groundwater, and other environmental media 
• Clean sediments to a level that supports the above conditions and limits the potential for 

recontamination. 
 
While we believe that any remedy short of complete removal of contamination will fall short of 
these values, we do understand the tradeoffs necessary to implement a project of this scope. 
There are significant concerns about future interaction with a cap from economic, recreation, and 
riverfront development perspectives. We generally believe that many of these concerns can be 
overcome, but only with EPA’s commitment to continue to work with all communities along the 
River to ensure that the cleaned River connects people to the water, provides environmental 
diversity, and supports the wide range of benefits that communities can expect from a healthy 
waterway. 
 



 

2 
 

It is important to note that not everyone in the community believes that the challenges and 
uncertainties associated with capping are acceptable, including several members of the CAG. 
The concerns of dissenting CAG members are articulated in the comments of the New Jersey 
Sierra Club and Harvey Morginstin of the Passaic River Boat Club which were sent to EPA 
under separate cover, and which the CAG recognizes as a minority opinion within our 
membership. 
 
The attached comments and concerns reflect the general consensus of opinions across all the 
CAG members at this time based on careful deliberation and review. These questions focus on 
the potential impacts to the community, and other issues of community concern. We understand 
that many of the issues most important to the community will be decided during the design 
phase. EPA has committed to the community to continue its robust community involvement 
program through that phase of the project and we look forward to that ongoing interaction. 
 
With the full understanding of the many concerns and recommendations detailed in the attached 
comments, The CAG generally supports the US EPA’s proposed cleanup plan for the lower eight 
miles of the Passaic River. This proposal calls for Alternative #3 which includes bank-to-bank 
dredging to remove 4.3 million cubic yards of sediment, followed by the installation of an 
engineered cap and off-site disposal of the dredged materials in a certified landfill.  
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
Ana Baptista, Co-Chair   Debbie Mans, Co-Chair 
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Comments and Questions in Response to the Proposed Plan for the Lower  
Eight Miles of the Lower Passaic River Superfund Site 

 
Passaic River Superfund Site Community Advisory Group August 2014 

 
 
The CAG generally supports the US EPA’s proposed cleanup plan for the lower eight miles of 
the Passaic River. This proposal calls for Alternative #3 which includes bank-to-bank dredging 
to remove 4.3 million cubic yards of sediment, followed by the installation of an engineered cap 
and off-site disposal of the dredged materials in a certified landfill. 
 
In 2010, The CAG identified a series of community values that provide a detailed understanding 
of the breadth of concerns of the many communities along the Passaic River and the great 
importance that a restored Passaic can play in our lives. These values are a key component of the 
CAG’s overall guidance to EPA and are included in this submittal.  
 
While we believe that any remedy short of complete removal of contamination will fall short of 
these values, we do understand the tradeoffs necessary to implement a project of this scope. 
There are significant concerns about future interactions with a cap from economic, recreation, 
and riverfront development perspectives. We believe that many of these concerns can be 
overcome, but only with EPA’s commitment to continue to work with all communities along the 
River to ensure that the cleaned River connects people to the water, provides environmental 
diversity, and supports the wide range of benefits that communities can expect from a healthy 
waterway as are articulated in the Community Values. 
 
The attached comments and concerns reflect the general consensus of opinions across the CAG 
members at this time based on careful deliberation and review. The comments and areas of 
community concern are organized according to key topics in the decision itself. The CAG 
understands that many of the issues most important to the community will be decided during the 
design phase. EPA has committed to the community to continue its robust community 
involvement program through that phase of the project and we look forward to that ongoing 
interaction. There are many community concerns outlined below that the CAG will hope to 
discuss and address throughout the design and into remedial action phases. The CAG looks 
forward to regular reporting and the opportunity to provide community input as appropriate, and 
in sufficient time to help influence the final decisions on the key community concerns articulated 
below. 
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CAD and CDF Disposal 
The CAG supports off-site disposal of contaminated sediments and does not wish to see a CAD 
cell in Newark Bay or the development of new on site or near site thermal treatment facilities. 
The CAG does not believe there is a sufficient history of reliable data about the effectiveness of 
CAD cells, and does not wish to see any remedy that further contributes to the cumulative 
environmental harm in the greater Newark area. FFS Appendix F discusses a confined disposal 
facility (CDF) alternative (p. 3-26). A CDF is an enclosed disposal facility; in this case, dredged 
sediments would be placed in an enclosed area along a shoreline and would be used to create 
new dry land.  

• The CAG would like to know whether the EPA may still decide to build a CDF at this 
site. The CAG would oppose the development of such a CDF. 

 
 
Navigation Channel 
The CAG supports the navigational dredging of the river to the largest extent possible. What 
happens to the navigational channel will affect the potential use of the river in perpetuity, thus it 
is important to the cities of Newark, Harrison, and Kearny to consider the economic impacts. The 
limited dredging of only 2.2 miles is a relatively short stretch of the commercial portion of the 
River. The City of Newark who sits as a representative on the CAG has expressed support for a 
more extensive dredging of the navigational channel throughout the entire lower eight miles to 
support future anticipate industrial and commercial riverfront development in the northern 
reaches of the waterfront. Additionally you should consider the following: 

• EPA must produce a thorough and accurate economic analysis to support the extent of the 
dredging upriver and this data should be presented and explained to local communities. 

• EPA needs to plan for and explain how maintenance dredging will be performed for the 
navigational channel with the cap in place and how the coordination and hand-off of 
responsibilities will work between EPA, CPG, and the Army Corps. 

• Does EPA expect these new dredged materials to be clean? EPA must plan for 
contingencies for removing contaminated material during dredging. 

 
 
Reasonably Anticipated Future Use And Natural Resource Restoration 
The CAG strongly recommends that the issue of natural resource restoration and future uses be 
taken into account during the design phase of the cleanup. All possible coordination should be 
conducted to ensure that future restoration projects are not precluded unnecessarily due to cap 
design and placement. Future development along the river, including waterfront parks, is a 
critical component in community and river recovery. Reasonably anticipated future use of the 
river was not covered extensively by EPA and should be a key issue in all future activities. The 
design needs to take into account reasonable future uses and provide the flexibility for local 
communities to design and build reasonable waterfront facilities that one would expect on a 
healthy and vibrant waterway. 

• EPA needs to explain and plan for the integration of restoration (including USACOE 
work) to ensure that possible future projects are not prevented by the cap and associated 
institutional controls. 
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• EPA must consider current and potential future public access (docks, boat ramps, lifts, 
moorings, etc.) into remedial design. 

• A restored river means more desire for use and access. EPA must plan for how the cap 
can be reasonably modified, moved or penetrated for expected and reasonable future uses 
on the waterfront, and the processes that local governments and landowners would need 
to perform to ensure the safety and the integrity of the cap. 

• EPA needs to plan for and explain how the remedy deals with the soft edges/littoral zone 
of the river. 

• EPA needs to plan for and explain how dilapidated bulkheads will be treated during the 
bank-to-bank dredging. 

• EPA needs to plan for and explain the specific measures that must be taken in shallow 
areas to prevent erosion from wind, waves, prop wash and other forces. 

 
 
Long-Term Monitoring and Maintenance 
As EPA is leaving the majority of contamination in place, the long-term maintenance of the cap 
ultimately determines the actual effectiveness of the remedy. The 30 year monitoring period 
assumed in the FFS is wholly insufficient given that this remedy must work in perpetuity.  

• EPA should prepare a much more robust analysis and plan with regard to how they will 
ensure the cap will remain protective and effective in perpetuity, including the financial, 
legal, and practical requirements and responsibilities for carrying out all monitoring and 
maintenance. 

• EPA should prepare a cost estimate for the proposed cleanup that uses a monitoring and 
maintenance period much longer than 30 years, as well as a “no discounting” scenario, to 
more accurately reflect the length of time that monitoring and maintenance will be 
needed. Such a cost estimate is consistent with EPA guidance and would allow a more 
accurate comparison with the site’s other cleanup options. 

• EPA should prepare a detailed plan and process for long-term coordination with local 
governments, boat clubs, and other relevant parties to make sure people have the 
information they need to plan for new activities over time as the maintenance plan moves 
ahead. 

 
 
Use of Local Workforce, Local Procurement 
The CAG would like to continue the good record of access to jobs by local workers, and expand 
access to procurement opportunities to local companies.  

• The CAG supports the implementation of an expanded Superfund Jobs training program 
(Super JTI) during this phase of the cleanup process.  

• EPA should encourage to the extent possible local contracting, hiring and procurement 
during the lower eight miles cleanup project.  

• EPA or the CPG should establish a website similar to the Hudsonworks Marketplace 
(http://www.hudsonworks.net) to encourage local contracting and procurement for the 
project.  

 
 
Adaptive Management 
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The CAG seeks to understand how this term “adaptive management” will be applied in the 
cleanup process. We understand the any major changes to the remedy will require an amended 
ROD, however there may be changes significant to the community that do not trigger a ROD 
amendment, and the CAG would like the opportunity to understand these changes as they are 
proposed. 

• The CAG would like more information on how EPA specifically plans to use adaptive 
management strategies and who will have decision authority. 

• In the coming months, the CAG would like to have a presentation on how EPA 
incorporated adaptive management techniques during the Hudson River cleanup process. 

 
 
Bank-To-Bank vs. Hot Spot Removal 
The CAG strongly supports a comprehensive approach, not a hot spot removal or Alternative 4 
type of option. 
 
 
Boating  
The boating community is important to the current and future life of the River and adjacent 
communities. Currently, 10 high school rowing teams and 2 adult rowing clubs utilize the River, 
amounting to upwards of 700 rowers on the River at any given time.  Access and ability to use 
the river in all phases of the cleanup process and as a priority outcome of the clean up itself are 
important. Significant restrictions on boat use following remediation significantly negate the 
value of restoring the river.  

• It is important that the project coordinate with crew teams and boating clubs on barge 
schedules to help both ensure safety during routine practice (which can occur up to 7 
days a week) and minimize impacts on major boating events, a detailed plan should be 
developed for this purpose. 

• EPA should consider using the fish window as an opportunity for boating clubs to 
coordinate their more intensive activities. 

• Permanent no wake zones would prevent much of the boating that a healthy river should 
provide and should be avoided to the maximum extent possible. 

• Widespread restrictions on anchoring also need to be avoided. Boats need to anchor. 
• It is important that the design minimize impacts to rowing shells from the use of armor 

stone and other possibly harmful materials. Where possible, consideration should be 
given to increasing the water depths of the River.  Input from the boating community 
should be sought in designing any final smoothing layer. The armor stone can ruin a 
shell, and significant stone was left at the surface of RM10.9 creating a boating hazard. 

 
 
Sediment Processing Facility 
The CAG would like to know more details regarding plans for the 26- to 40-acre processing 
facility after cleanup is completed. The siting and operation of this facility will have a major 
impact on the community. Significant coordination with the target community will be very 
important to ensure the health and safety of surrounding areas.  

• What criteria will be used in siting the facility? It is important that community values and 
concerns be taken into account. 
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• Locations with direct rail access to the facility are highly desirous to minimize truck 
traffic. 

• Regarding Table 3-3 in Appendix G of the FFS, community members would like to 
request that EPA identify the two sites with rail access located less than two miles from 
the Diamond Alkali plant, and the two sites with rail access located two to five miles 
from the plant, given that these four sites may be top candidates for the sediment 
processing facility. 

• The CAG would like to request that EPA build a sediment processing facility that is 
enclosed within a building that is designed to minimize the impacts (such as noise, 
vibration, dust and odors) on nearby communities and residents. 

• The CAG recommends that this facility be completely decommissioned following 
completion of the project and not accept and process sediments from other cleanup 
projects. If the facility should be sold or used for another purpose, the community would 
like to be informed of that intended use. 

 
 
Flooding, Sedimentation, and Scouring  
The CAG wants to ensure that the remedy will not exacerbate future flooding.   

• We understand the details of this will be worked out during design and the CAG would 
like a full report on the considerations and implications of flooding and scouring at the 
appropriate time. Some of the questions that should be addressed include: 
o What is the projected sedimentation rate over time of the River once the cap is in 

place? 
o We assume this will be higher for the navigational channel, to what degree?  
o How will ongoing sedimentation contribute to flooding? 
o What are the likely impacts to the cap from significant flooding events? 

 
 
Off-site Incineration 
We understand that RCRA requirements will require some fraction of the dredged material be 
incinerated prior to disposal. The CAG understand this incineration will be conducted at the off-
site disposal facility and no local incineration will be conducted.  

• The CAG reiterates its opposition to any local incineration and would ask to be notified 
immediately should that become a possibility. 

• Please provide information to the CAG identifying the contaminants and triggers that will 
drive the amount of material requiring incineration at the off-site disposal facility. 

 
 
Bridges 
The CAG would like to see all possible efforts made to improve and coordinate the operations 
and traffic on the 15 affected bridges well before the remedial design is complete. This will 
require a great deal of time and energy to achieve and much of this is outside of the purview of 
EPA and the Superfund program.  

• The project should evaluate actual traffic and community impacts because of bridge 
movement, including the actual data from the RM 10.9 removal action. 

• EPA needs to carefully assess the repair and maintenance needs of each bridge in being 
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able to support the projected openings required of the project and identify cost and time 
requirements to achieve these repairs. EPA needs to produce a detailed plan as to how 
these bridge repairs can be conducted and financed in time for the project to begin. 

• EPA needs to produce a plan and process to assess fair distribution of cost to additional 
bridge operations throughout the life of the project, so that local governments are not 
bearing undo costs to meet project requirements. 

• EPA must produce a plan to coordinate bridge openings to keep the overall impacts on 
traffic as modest as possible, particularly during peak hours. 

 
 
 
Impact on River Traffic 
The CAG recognizes that significant impact on the river and river traffic during construction is 
unavoidable, however there are already rumors that the entire river will be shut down for the 
duration of dredging and capping. This has certainly not be the case for other major sediment 
projects, and the CAG would like more insight into how these decisions will be made. 

• How large a work area is anticipated at any given time? 
• Will work be done in channels to allow boats to pass or will it be necessary to close the 

river bank to bank during any given section? 
• Are options other than barging materials being considered? 
• How will barge schedules be determined? 
• How will the fish window impact construction? 

 
 
Quality of Life Impacts During Construction 
Light, noise, traffic, closing areas of the river and other activities will all cause significant quality 
of life impacts on local communities during construction. While we recognize these impacts are 
unavoidable, they can be mitigated through proper planning and interaction with communities 
ahead of time. The CAG requests that the EPA develop comprehensive Quality of Life 
Performance Standards such as those implemented at the Hudson River site in coordination with 
the CAG. The CAG would like to be involved in developing clear guidance and protocols for 
minimizing impacts during the remediation phase and beyond. The CAG recommends that the 
EPA and CPG parties consult with the CAG at minimum quarterly prior to the beginning of the 
clean up and then on a monthly basis during the clean up phase of the project during regular 
monthly CAG meetings.  

• Please explain the plans for mitigating quality of life impacts on local communities and 
interacting with local communities to provide needed information throughout the project.  

• Please provide more clarity on the length and intensity of the construction period as that 
information becomes available. 

• Traffic is a key component of any major project, what will be done to limit truck traffic 
on area roadways?  

• How will sand be delivered to the site, are barge and rail under consideration? 
 
 
Cleanup of the Phase 2 Removal Location, and Sampling of the Upper 9 Miles 
The discussion of this area has been on hold for some time. It is imperative that this area be 
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completed commensurate with the lower eight mile cleanup.  
• The CAG would like to see discussion of this Phase 2 removal area accelerated.  
• What are the results of the CPG sampling and modeling of the upper nine miles of the 

river? How will this work be coordinated with the lower 8 activities? The CAG would 
like to get a presentation on the status and results of this sampling in the near future. 

 
 
Dioxin 
There is a relatively small amount of dioxin by volume.  

• Does dioxin require different disposal? 
• Will it be possible to determine the amount of dioxin being removed from given areas of 

the river? 
 
 
Additional Design Questions That Will Require Community Input 

• Selection of final dredging technology 
• Materials used in the cap layers  

 
 
Communication and Information 
This is a highly complex and long-term project. Regular communication will be critical for the 
community to understand activities, impacts, and progress, and manage interaction with key 
activities over time. 
 
Community Values in the Cleanup and Restoration of the Passaic River 
Passaic River Superfund Site Community Advisory Group 2010 
 
The following values were developed by the Passaic River Community Advisory Group to 
represent the consensus ideals of the Passaic River community. These values are intended to 
guide federal agencies and other stakeholders in making sustainable decisions and taking 
responsible action regarding all aspects of the cleanup, restoration, and stewardship of the 
Passaic River.  
 
Protection of Public Health 

• Design all decisions and activities to protect the health and safety of residents, visitors, 
and workers 

 
Environmental Protection and Restoration 

• Make all decisions in light of a long-term goal to eventually return the river to a fishable, 
swimmable condition 

• Restore the Passaic to a living river and a viable natural resource, with coordinated short 
and long-term efforts to conduct wetlands, habitat, and wildlife restoration 

• Place a high priority on locating natural resource restoration activities in the local 
communities that have been directly affected by the long-term pollution of the river 

• Protect against cross contamination to air, groundwater, and other environmental media 
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• Clean sediments to a level that supports the above conditions and limits the potential for 
recontamination 

 
Economic Benefits 

• Plan and manage activities in order to protect ongoing commercial uses of the river  
• Create living wage jobs for local residents to the maximum extent possible 
• Engage local businesses in cleanup, restoration, and long-term stewardship activities to 

the maximum extent possible 
• Incentivize and support environmentally sustainable development of waterfront 

properties  
• Recognize the long-term economic value of creating recreational, park, and open space 

along the river as part of the cleanup and restoration process 
• Strike an appropriate balance between sustainable business and river restoration  
• Design all new development and redevelopment with the river in mind, creating 

connections to the river, presenting a useful and attractive front to the river, and taking 
into account river views and uses. 
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Community Values in the Cleanup and Restoration of the Passaic River (continued) 
Passaic River Superfund Site Community Advisory Group 2010 
 
Community Benefits 

• Enhance area aesthetics through river beautification and litter removal  
• Protect local culture and heritage  
• Preserve and memorialize the decisions and information regarding the CAG in order to 

take into account, reflect, and help to communicate the history of the community and the 
river 

• Enhance and maintain the positive perception of the local community  
• Provide positive physical and societal connections between people and the river  
• Engage in ecological education for local residents, and particularly for youth 
• Recognize the importance of environmental justice in all decisions and activities 

 
Recreational Opportunities 

• Develop greenways, parkland, recreational opportunities, open space, and natural areas 
along and connected to the river  

• Create convenient, attractive, sustainable, and safe public access for both passive and 
active recreation along and on the river, including non-motorized boating  

 
Cleanup Process Effectiveness 

• Ensure positive stewardship of the cleanup process by supporting community 
information, interest, and involvement, and listening to their concerns 

• Ensure transparency and effective communication of all cleanup information and 
openness in information exchange 

• Work in partnership with all stakeholders, including the community, to address issues and 
solve problems 

• Expedite and prioritize cleanup decisions and action to realize near-term results for river 
restoration, access, and use 

• Consider the full range of alternatives for cleanup and restoration, maintaining a strong 
overall focus on the long-term goals for river restoration 

 



1

Yeh, Alice

From: Conserve <jonathan@jaffecom.com>

Sent: Thursday, July 31, 2014 4:52 PM

To: Region2 PassaicLower8MileComments

Cc: jonathan@jaffecom.com

Subject: Help Save the Lower Passaic  - Email to EPA

Ms. Alice Yeh 

Remedial Project Manager, EPA 

290 Broadway, 19th floor 

New York, NY 10007-1866 

Dear Ms. Yeh, 

The EPA should more seriously review and consider other alternatives to its proposed 4.3 million cubic yard 

“bank to bank” dredge, such as a targeted “Sustainable Remedy” that would clean the entire River faster, with 

results comparable to those promised by the EPA’s bank-to-bank proposal and with reduced impact on the host 

communities. 

Thank you. 

Gus Margary 

gusmargary@hotmail.com 

184 Hamilton Pl. 

East Windsor 

New Jersey 

08520 

6096476230 
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Yeh, Alice

From: Conserve <jonathan@jaffecom.com>

Sent: Monday, August 04, 2014 11:23 AM

To: Region2 PassaicLower8MileComments

Cc: jonathan@jaffecom.com

Subject: Help Save the Lower Passaic  - Email to EPA

Ms. Alice Yeh 

Remedial Project Manager, EPA 

290 Broadway, 19th floor 

New York, NY 10007-1866 

Dear Ms. Yeh, 

The EPA should more seriously review and consider other alternatives to its proposed 4.3 million cubic yard 

“bank to bank” dredge, such as a targeted “Sustainable Remedy” that would clean the entire River faster, with 

results comparable to those promised by the EPA’s bank-to-bank proposal and with reduced impact on the host 

communities. 

Thank you. 

Clark Martin 

cwm918@aol.com 

918 Roelofs Rd 

Yardley 

PA 

19067 

215.493.3865 
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Yeh, Alice

From: Yeh, Alice

Sent: Thursday, July 17, 2014 10:46 AM

To: Nereid Secretary

Cc: Kluesner, Dave; Sheila O'Shea; Region2 PassaicLower8MileComments

Subject: RE: Questions about rowing impact

Thank you for your inquiry about the Proposed Plan for the lower eight miles of the Lower Passaic River.  Since 

the public comment period is currently open (until August 20, 2014), I am forwarding your e-mail to the official 

comment box at PassaicLower8MileComments.Region2@epa.gov, so that it can be addressed in the 

responsiveness summary section of the Record of Decision. 

 

EPA has not yet made a decision on the final cleanup plan. The answers to your questions depend on the 

nature of that plan.  Your questions and others will be discussed during the design phase of the project, which 

will include extensive consultations with the communities affected by the cleanup. 

 

Alice Yeh 

Project Manager 

212-637-4427 

 

From: Nereid Secretary [mailto:nereidsec@hotmail.com]  

Sent: Wednesday, July 16, 2014 2:23 PM 

To: Yeh, Alice 

Cc: Kluesner, Dave; Sheila O'Shea 

Subject: Questions about rowing impact 

 
Dear Ms Yeh: 

  

I serve on the Nereid Boat Club board as vice president and have been a member of the club since 2006.  I am 

writing at the behest of the board to ask a few informational questions regarding the proposed Lower 

Passaic Cleanup: 

  

1) Do you anticipate any disruption of on-water activities, such as rowing, above RM 8.3?  

2) Would the project entail regular motor boat/barge traffic above RM 8.3? Is it likely that sediment 

processing stations would be located above RM 8.3? Or that boats would be docked north of RM 8.3? 

3) What will be done to contain contaminated water and sediment to prevent its movement with the tide?  

  

In general, Nereid members strongly favor efforts to clean up the river but we would be grateful if you can 

assure us that rowing can continue unimpeded north of the site without any threat to the safety of the 

rowers, a large percentage of whom are high school aged or younger.  

  

Many thanks in advance for your reply.  

  

 

Erin Martin 
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Nereid Vice President 

1 646 552 9566 
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Yeh, Alice

From: Conserve <jonathan@jaffecom.com>

Sent: Friday, August 08, 2014 8:34 PM

To: Region2 PassaicLower8MileComments

Cc: jonathan@jaffecom.com

Subject: Help Save the Lower Passaic  - Email to EPA

Ms. Alice Yeh 

Remedial Project Manager, EPA 

290 Broadway, 19th floor 

New York, NY 10007-1866 

Dear Ms. Yeh, 

The EPA should more seriously review and consider other alternatives to its proposed 4.3 million cubic yard 

“bank to bank” dredge, such as a targeted “Sustainable Remedy” that would clean the entire River faster, with 

results comparable to those promised by the EPA’s bank-to-bank proposal and with reduced impact on the host 

communities. 

Thank you. 

Patricia Martin 

patricia_kuhl@hotmail.com 
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Yeh, Alice

From: Conserve <jonathan@jaffecom.com>

Sent: Friday, August 08, 2014 10:31 AM

To: Region2 PassaicLower8MileComments

Cc: jonathan@jaffecom.com

Subject: Help Save the Lower Passaic  - Email to EPA

Ms. Alice Yeh 

Remedial Project Manager, EPA 

290 Broadway, 19th floor 

New York, NY 10007-1866 

Dear Ms. Yeh, 

The EPA should more seriously review and consider other alternatives to its proposed 4.3 million cubic yard 

“bank to bank” dredge, such as a targeted “Sustainable Remedy” that would clean the entire River faster, with 

results comparable to those promised by the EPA’s bank-to-bank proposal and with reduced impact on the host 

communities. 

Thank you. 

Steve Martin 

hirestevemartin@yahoo.com 

21 salem dr 

whippany 

nj 

07981 

9732061309 
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Yeh, Alice

From: Conserve <jonathan@jaffecom.com>

Sent: Thursday, August 07, 2014 9:32 PM

To: Region2 PassaicLower8MileComments

Cc: jonathan@jaffecom.com

Subject: Help Save the Lower Passaic  - Email to EPA

Ms. Alice Yeh 

Remedial Project Manager, EPA 

290 Broadway, 19th floor 

New York, NY 10007-1866 

Dear Ms. Yeh, 

The EPA should more seriously review and consider other alternatives to its proposed 4.3 million cubic yard 

“bank to bank” dredge, such as a targeted “Sustainable Remedy” that would clean the entire River faster, with 

results comparable to those promised by the EPA’s bank-to-bank proposal and with reduced impact on the host 

communities. 

Thank you. 

Maria Masucci 

Mmas915@aol.com 

338 West Passaic Ave 

Bloomfield 

NJ 

07003 

973-893-0329 
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Yeh, Alice

From: Conserve <jonathan@jaffecom.com>

Sent: Friday, August 08, 2014 8:23 AM

To: Region2 PassaicLower8MileComments

Cc: jonathan@jaffecom.com

Subject: Help Save the Lower Passaic  - Email to EPA

Ms. Alice Yeh 

Remedial Project Manager, EPA 

290 Broadway, 19th floor 

New York, NY 10007-1866 

Dear Ms. Yeh, 

The EPA should more seriously review and consider other alternatives to its proposed 4.3 million cubic yard 

“bank to bank” dredge, such as a targeted “Sustainable Remedy” that would clean the entire River faster, with 

results comparable to those promised by the EPA’s bank-to-bank proposal and with reduced impact on the host 

communities. 

Thank you. 

Dominick Mazzagetti 

dmazzagetti@embarqmail.com 

4 Kuehn Court 

Flemington 

New Jersey 

08822 

908 752-3853 
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Yeh, Alice

From: Tanya McCabe <tanyagmy@yahoo.com>

Sent: Tuesday, August 12, 2014 12:49 PM

To: Region2 PassaicLower8MileComments

Subject: Alternatives

Surely it's a no brainer, alternate 2, which will bring the river back to recreational use 
while removing forever the toxins.  Anything less would be a waste of everyone's 
money, namely the polluter.  Make this river an advantage for Newark residents and all 
those in the vacinity.   
 
  
Tanya McCabe 
Blairstown, NJ 07825 
908-362-5499 



1

Yeh, Alice

From: Conserve <jonathan@jaffecom.com>

Sent: Thursday, August 07, 2014 3:57 PM

To: Region2 PassaicLower8MileComments

Cc: jonathan@jaffecom.com

Subject: Help Save the Lower Passaic  - Email to EPA

Ms. Alice Yeh 

Remedial Project Manager, EPA 

290 Broadway, 19th floor 

New York, NY 10007-1866 

Dear Ms. Yeh, 

The EPA should more seriously review and consider other alternatives to its proposed 4.3 million cubic yard 

“bank to bank” dredge, such as a targeted “Sustainable Remedy” that would clean the entire River faster, with 

results comparable to those promised by the EPA’s bank-to-bank proposal and with reduced impact on the host 

communities. 

Thank you. 

John McKeegan 

john_mckeegan@hotmail.com 

1 Boyne Highlands Court 

Skillman 

NJ 

08558 

609-571-8510 



KENNETH J . LUCIANIN 
Commissioner 

THOMAS J . TUCCI 
Commissioner 

Ms. Al ice Yeh 

"Protecting Public Health and the Em·ironment'' 
600 Wilson Avenue 

Newark, New Jersey 071 05 
p (973) 344-1800 
www.nj.gov/pvsc 

Remedial Project Manager 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
290 Broadway 
New York, New York 10007-1866 

MICHAEL DeFRANCISCI 
Executive Director 

GREGORY A. TRAMONTOZZI 
General Counsel 
Acting Clerk 

Re: Lower Eight Miles of the Lower Passaic River Remedial Investigation and Focused 
Feasibility Study 

The Passaic Valley Sewerage Commission ("PVSC") respectfully submits the comments 
below to the United States Environmental Protection Agency ("USEPA") for the Lower 
Eight Miles of the Lower Passaic River Remedial Investigation and Focused Feasibility 
Study ("RI!FFS"). 

PVSC was established by the New Jersey State Legislature in 1902, making it one of the 
oldest environmental agencies in the United States. PVSC began operation of its Newark 
Bay Treatment Plant in 1924 as a means to alleviate pollution in the Passaic River and its 
tributaries. Major expansions, upgrades and renovations throughout the twentieth century 
have made the PVSC one of the largest wastewater treatment plants in the country. PVSC 
currently serves more than 1.4 million residents in parts of the 48 municipalities of Bergen, 
Essex, Hudson, Union and Passaic Counties which comprise the Passaic Valley Sewerage 
District. 

General Comments 

The time permitted to submit comments was inadequate for a task of such a complex 
technical and scientific nature. As stated, PVSC represents more than 1.4 million people 
who reside in the Passaic Valley Sewerage District- residents who will actually be affected 
by this proposed cleanup - and is the only public entity other than the regulatory agencies 
to have regularly participated in the Passaic River Superfund process. PVSC understands 
the need for the process to move forward . The RI/FFS, however, was over six thousand 
(6000) pages long. Accordingly, the comment period should have reflected the complexity 
of the matter. 

While USEPA has held a number of public meetings, none of the meetings presented an 
opportunity for interaction with the actual authors of the technical reports. PVSC requested 
such a meeting with USEP A in order to ask questions and gain insight and information 
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from USEP A on the modeling and data interpretation that was not available in the report 
documents. USEP A declined the request. As a result, PVSC was required to digest the 
information in the reports without the benefit of assistance by USEPA. It is PVSC' s opinion 
that many of the questions and comments could have been answered through such a 
meeting. Although PVSC did attend the public meetings held by USEP A, PVSC did not 
believe it would have been appropriate to dominate such meetings with detailed technical 
questioning, thus preventing a wider range of public comments from being heard. 

PVSC's interest in the RIIFFS and the proposed remedy is not academic. In 2005, the State 
of New Jersey sued companies involved in the discharge of dioxin to the Lower Passaic 
River ("LPR"). Those companies promptly initiated a third-party action against 
approximately 300 third-party defendants, including approximately 70 public entities that 
lawfully discharge into the waters of northern New Jersey. Nevertheless, participating 
public entities found themselves paying over $6,000,000 in public funds to settle the suit. 

The entities that were the defendants in the State litigation are the same entities that USEP A 
has designated as primary responsible parties in this matter. Accordingly, the public entities 
that were third-party defendants in the State litigation can expect to be joined in any federal 
action. The possibility of the public paying part of the costs of the present cleanup was only 
briefly mentioned in one public meeting, in response to a question posed by an audience 
member. This possibility should have been stated clearly and discussed in all of the public 
meetings. Even if the cost estimates provided by USEP A for its preferred remedy are 
reasonably accurate, those costs dwarf the settlement value obtained by the State of New 
Jersey in its litigation. Thus, the anticipated financial burden caused by forced participation 
in a federal action will have a heavy economic impact on the rate-paying public. 

Due to the time constraints of the comment period, PVSC's specific comments address 
primarily the modeling approaches used by USEP A to make decisions about the preferred 
remedy. PVSC reserves the right to provide additional comments on any matters contained 
in the RI/FFS, including, but not limited to, consideration of alternative remedies, proposed 
disposal alternatives and/or estimated cleanup costs. 

Technical Comments 

PVSC has reviewed the assessments contained within FFS, with emphasis on the 
overarching questions: are the technical analyses based on sound principles, do they use 
well-constructed and tested models, and do they fully utilize available information with a 
clear expression of uncertainty? PVSC's review addresses primarily those parts of the 
assessment that deal with: (1) the relative importance of historic versus current pollutant 
loading as drivers of current and anticipated human health and ecosystem impacts; (2) the 
spatial heterogeneity and therefore the spatial extent of the proposed remedy; and (3) the 
relative importance of specific chemical pollutants and pollutant classes in driving current 
and anticipated human health and ecosystem impacts. 

Overall, PVSC finds that the technical analysis supporting the FFS is based on sound 
scientific and engineering methods. PVSC concurs with USEP A's findings that: ( 1) 

2 



historical loadings of chlorinated dioxins and furans, especially 2,3,7,8-TCDD, are the 
dominant driver of past, current, and future risks to humans and wildlife in the Passaic 
River; (2) that current loadings, including CSO discharges, are minimal sources of 
chemical contaminants to the river relative to the well-documented large historical 
industrial discharges; and (3) removal of contaminated sediments and subsequent capping 
is the only practical and effective remedy. 

PVSC's determination that the FFS is based on sound methods results from its underlying 
confidence in the assessment strategy that is based on the well-characterized and peer 
reviewed CARP contaminant transport model. Engaging many of the same individuals and 
firms that earlier developed the CARP model for the NY/NJ Harbor system provided a 
strong foundation to this LPR assessment. PVSC notes that the model was modified and 
tailored to the Passaic River following comments from an external expert peer review 
panel. In the FFS, USEPA concludes that the magnitude and spatial extent of preferred 
remedy is the only alternative remedy considered that will meet the risk reduction goals. 
Figure 6-3 in Appendix B (III) is a key consideration to this conclusion, and our review 
focus on those factors that most strongly influence the model results shown in that figure. 
To gain a better understanding ofUSEPA's analysis and, therefore, to be in a position to 
opine as to validity of USEPA's preferred remedy, PVSC asks USEPA to articulate the 
impact that each of four key issues had in reaching this determination. As detailed below, 
these are: 

1. Parameterization of the sediment resuspension algorithm and its impact on the 
subsequent results; 

2. The approach used to estimate the upstream total suspended solids (TSS) boundary 
condition; 

3. Remedial action forecasts; 
4. Long-term contaminant trajectories. 

In addition to these key issues, PVSC has additional specific comments, which are detailed 
in the attached table. 

Key Issues Requiring Additional Clarification 

1. Resuspension Parameterization 

PVSC has a number of concerns with USEPA's approach to resuspension 
parameterization, as well as with the results. The lower Passaic risk analysis is almost 
exclusively driven by historically deposited and remobilized chlorinated dioxins/furans 
and, to a much lesser extent, PCBs. Modeling exchange of solids and chemical 
contaminants across the sediment-water interface is very likely the single most important 
component of the contaminant model, driving the evaluation of alternative remedies. PVSC 
notes that the sediment consolidation model presented in Appendix BII (and Attachment 
A of that appendix) does not appear to fit the vertical profiles of bulk density and critical 
shear stress measured in the consolidation cores. Likewise, the critical shear stress 
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measurements are not consistent with the curve fits. Is the consolidation model (equation 
2-17) appropriate to describe vertical variation of sediment bulk density in the LPR? 

Consolidation parameters used to model parent bed erosion were modified to improve TSS 
and infilling predictions during calibration of the sediment transport model. However, 
Figures 3 and 4 in Appendix BII again indicate general lack of fit in bulk density, critical 
shear stress and erosion rates. What is the explanation for this lack of fit? 

Borrowman et al. (2006) suggest that the simplified erosion equation (equation 3 in 
Attachment A) be used when the physical properties of sediment do not vary significantly 
with core depth. On the other hand, USEPA applied this same equation in data analysis 
because they could not determine what the relationship was between erosion and physical 
properties; thus choosing to ignore the potential impact of the considerable vertical 
variation in physical properties within most of the cores. PVSC is concerned that and 
questions whether this approach may have resulted in the loss of useful information 
gathered from erosion testing of field-collected sediment cores. 

EPA indicates (page 3-2 1) that the "high degree of small-scale variability indicates that 
spatial interpolation of erosion parameters from the analysis of the field cores is not 
appropriate" . However, the "replicate cores" having erosion rates that differ by an order of 
magnitude also differ in terms of bulk sediment properties (grain size being the most 
common difference), with some of the difference in erosion rates related to the presence of 
gas bubbles and/or leaves in one of the replicates. Again, this causes us to question whether 
USEPA 's analysis of sediment resuspension data was appropriate and thorough. 

Furthermore, the variability of the Sedflume experimental results led USEPA to specify 
average bed properties and erosion characteristics across large regions of the river, further 
reducing spatial variability of computed erosion and deposition. Additional factors that 
influence erosion and deposition were not included in the model. PVSC suggests that 
USEPA explicitly consider the implications of these caveats to applying the sediment 
transport model to contaminant transport and fate, and associated remediation predictions. 
Apparently, USEPA considers the model to be reliable at the scale of river mile averages. 

The conceptual model posits that contaminants (especially TCDD) enter the LPR primarily 
from localized scour of older, highly-contaminated sediments. However, if the sediment 
transport model is not expected to yield accurate resuspension t1uxes at the grid scale or 
below, how can USEPA be confident that the model is capable of simulating localized 
scour and the associated remobilization of sediment contaminants? This concern is related 
to the high spatial variability of contaminants and physical properties in LPR sediments. 

Finally, why was no sensitivity analysis conducted in the contaminant fate and transport 
model for the resuspension parameters that were varied in the sediment transport model? 
Aren't contaminant concentration predictions sensitive to these parameters varied in the 
sediment transport model? 
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2. Upstream TSS Boundary Condition 

The rating curve approach used by USEPA to estimate the upstream TSS boundary 
condition appears to introduce considerable uncertainty and the potential for model error, 
especially at flow rates higher than the range of data used to develop the rating curve. For 
example, the sediment loads at Dundee Dam in the April 1, 201 0 event were extrapolated 
to flows (300 ems) significantly higher than data (flow < 200 ems) used for boundary 
condition regression. PVSC considers the reliability of these boundary condition 
extrapolations to be highly uncertain. Probably no simple regression model (rating curve) 
could predict the sediment load behavior suggested by USEPA on page 4-5 of Appendix 
BII. This discussion illustrates the difficulty of confirming a sediment transport model 
without reliable solids boundary conditions, and the importance of collecting reliable data 
- especially for large flow events. 

If the Dundee Dam boundary condition did account for watershed loadings (it does not), 
how would that change the model results? For example, in the upper Hudson River the 
upstream TSS concentrations were about three (3) times higher on the rising limb of the 
flood hydrograph. Although all rivers are probably unique in this regard, wouldn't the 
sediment transport model fo r the LPR require recalibration if such TSS boundary condition 
hysteresis was taking place? Isn't this an issue that has implications for the accuracy of 
model forecasts? 

For sensitivity analysis of the sediment transport model, parameter values were either 
increased or decreased by 20% of their base values. PVSC believes that a 20% perturbation 
of the upstream TSS boundary condition is unreasonably conservative at high flow rates. 
PVSC believes that 100% might be more realistic for a high flow scenario. PVSC suggests 
USEPA consider a larger perturbation of this parameter in the sensitivity analysis. 

In addition, why was no sensitivity analysis conducted in the contaminant fate and transport 
model for the upstream suspended solids boundary condition varied in the sediment 
transport model? Again, aren't contaminant concentration predictions sensitive to the 
boundary conditions varied in the sediment transport model? 

In the fact sheet "Cleaning Up the Lower Passaic River: An Overview of USEPA's 
Proposal for the Lower Eight Miles," USEPA states its intention to conduct monitoring of 
water, air and wildlife to "evaluate whether the cleanup activities are being managed most 
efficiently to reduce potential releases of contaminants to the environment". To this list, 
PVSC suggests adding TSS/ ABS monitoring at Dundee Dam. Such monitoring could 
significantly improve sediment transport and contaminant transport and fate modeling in 
the future by reducing errors in the specification of upstream (freshwater) boundary 
conditions. As demonstrated by the sediment transport solids tracer simulations, supply of 
solids mainly from this boundary plays an important role in determining sediment burial 
rates in the LPR. 
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3. Remedial Action Forecasts 

PVSC is concerned that several aspects of the remedial action forecasts are under
develope~, considering that these forecasts are arguably the most important result of the 
modeling project. For example, the sediment capping tracer simulation yields some 
interesting results that seem to endorse USEPA's "remediate downstream first" approach 
that has been criticized by many. How would these results change if a hydrograph other 
than 1998 (in which the highest flow was - 250 ems, not particularly extreme) was used, or 
the simulation was longer (e.g., 10 years)? 

The Deep Dredge simulation seems to address the issue of whether the sediment transport 
model predicts sediment infilling rates that are similar to the historical four ( 4) inches per 
year after maintenance dredging ended in LPR. Figure 6-15 shows more widespread 
positive bed elevation change for the Deep Dredging compared to the No Action scenario. 
However, positive bed elevation changes on the order of 10-25 cm/yr ( 4-10 inlyr) appear 
mostly confmed to River Mile ("RM") 7 to 8. If more suspended solids came over Dundee 
Dam (see issue #2 above), would the dredged channel fill in faster? 

EPA evaluated uncertainty propagated through the models by calculating the residuals 
between model results and data as median relative errors, and applied these to forecast 
predictions as scale factors to estimate uncertainty bounds. These uncertainty values, which 
were passed to the risk assessment, represent a lower bound on the uncertainty in the RM 
0 to 8.3 prediction averages. The lower-bound nature of the prediction uncertainties 
determined in this manner should be reiterated when they are later applied. For example, 
USEP A places much emphasis on whether uncertainty bounds overlap for the remedial 
alternative predictions. It bears repeating in Section 6.6 of Appendix Bill that uncertainty 
bounds, which are based upon mean relative errors, are in fact conservative or "lower 
bound" estimates. In reality, wouldn 't the uncertainty bounds tend to grow larger over time 
in the simulations, due to propagation of errors in things like the trend in surface sediment 
concentrations? 

Since the contaminant fate and transport model predicts roughly twice the response (our 
estimate) to a 30% to 50% increase in the magnitude of a high-flow event, the consequences 
of extreme high flows should be given more careful consideration by USEPA when 
evaluating remedial alternatives. For example, the sensitivity of the contaminant fate and 
transport model to a large storm was assessed by running a simulation of a 1 00-year storm. 
US EPA began the simulation at the completion of the Deep Dredging remedial alternative 
to allow "a comparison of the impact of an extreme flow with all of the alternatives in 
place". While this makes sense in terms of comparing the alternatives, a l 00 year storm is 
equally likely to occur at any time during remediation. What would happen if such an event 
occurred during active remediation? 

Another issue of concern in terms of long-term outcomes is seal level rise. Sea level is 
projected to rise from 7 to 12 inches by the 2050s (low estimate projection) or 19 to 29 
inches (high estimate) in the Lower Hudson Valley and Long Island. Has this change in 
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the open boundary condition been factored into any long-term remedial action scenarios? 
If not, shouldn't it be? How will sea level rise affect the results presented in this report? 
Since the model forecasts end before reaching the Proposed Remediation Goal (PRG), the 
prediction curves were extrapolated by eye. In doing so, it appears that full capping and 
deep dredging predictions essentially " recycle" the same TCDD concentration trajectories 
from 2025-2039 and 2040-2054. Are the same trajectories expected from 2055-2069? 
When do the sediment TCDD concentrations decline to the PRG, 0.0071 ~lg/Kg? How is 
this prediction impacted by the t iming of large events, or by the uncertainty of model 
predictions? 

4. Long-Term Contaminant Trajectories 

The modeled long-term rates of change in TCDD (and PCB) concentrations in surficial 
sediment and in the water column appear to differ, to varying degrees, from the data 
avai lable for confirmation. Since these concentration changes are the metric by which the 
relative effectiveness of the remedial alternatives will be judged, questions about the 
accuracy of these predictions are especially important. 

The contaminant transport model predicts TCDD concentrations in surficial sediment to 
decline at a rate corresponding to a half-life of approximately 25-35 years (if the upward 
concentration "step" resulting from Hurricane Irene flows are ignored). Does USEPA 
believe this prediction is accurate, given the apparent lack of significant decline in surficial 
sediment TCDD concentrations observed over the time period from 1995 to 201 0? In other 
words, how does USEP A reconcile the apparent contradiction between these predictions 
and observations? This is an important issue since the decline in surficial sediment TCDD 
concentrations has been a significant point of contention between USEPA and other 
interested parties, both in terms of data interpretation and effectiveness of natural recovery 
as a component of remediation alternatives. 

In the corresponding water column predictions, elevated TCDD water column 
concentrations are sustained for a considerable period of time, from 20 11 and well into 
2012. A few of the data match these predictions, but another "clump" of data are an order
of-magnitude lower in concentration. Thus, the data may actually be suggesting two 
different responses. What can explain the order-of-magnitude difference in water column 
TCDD concentrations in this time period? 

The contaminant fate and transport model also overpredicts the water column PCB 
concentrations in the same time period (2011-2012). Does the lack of fit evident for water 
column TCDD and PCB predictions suggest that the model predictions contain a consistent 
error for hydrophobic organic contaminants? Does USEPA plan to address this error, and 
how can this be accomplished? 

As stated above, consistent overprediction of water column concentrations of TCDD and 
PCBs in RM 0-8 and l-7 (but not RM 8-17, nor the Newark Bay segments) though much 
of 2011 and 2012 is a concern. Could this overprediction indicate too much contaminant 
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flux from the LPR sediments, leading to overly rapid depletion of contaminants in the 
surface sediment? Specifically, what is the relationship between elevated water column 
concentrations of these contaminants, which indicates transport out of the LPR, to the rate 
of sediment contaminant concentration decline? This report presents no mass balance 
diagnostics to help understand the magnitude of these contaminant fluxes. Such diagnostics 
were presented for the sediment transport model in Appendix BII (e.g., Figure 4-55); can 
these be generated for TCDD and PCBs in the contaminant fate and transport modeling 
report (Appendix Bill)? 

Water column TCDD concentration predictions are clearly biased high in comparison to 
data. Only 35.9% of the TCDD data for the FFS Study Area falls within the ± 5x prediction 
envelope (Figure 4-51). In assessing this disparity, USEPA appears to be questioning the 
model's response to high flows "resulting in erosion in a small number of cells to a depth 
that exposes fairly elevated contaminant concentrations to the water column", even though 
this has been suggested by the Agency as the source of much of the ongoing TCDD 
"recontamination" of the LPR. USEPA should clarify whether there is too much of this 
elevated contaminant erosion occurring in the model, or if the phenomenon is incorrect? 
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Detailed Comments from PVSC 

Remedial Investigation Report 
pa)!e comment 
4-1 This chapter presents the nature and extent of contamination in the FFS Study 

Area based on the available chemical data in sediment, tissue, and water. 
Given the large number of potential contaminants of concern, the 
contaminants are grouped into five chemical classes: dioxins, PCBs, 
pesticides, metals, and PAHs. While the RI focuses on the FFS Study Area 
sediments, contamination throughout the Lower Passaic River and its 
boundary areas (Newark Bay, the Upper Passaic River, minor tributaries) is 
examined, as needed, to put the observations of the FFS Study Area in context. 

4-6 
and 4-
7 

Has USEPA or its contractors created a searchable, relational database 
containing the results of the sampling programs in the Passaic River? If so, 
can it be made available to PVSC and other interested parties? 
The distribution and variability in Total TCDD concentrations closely mimics 
that of2,3,7,8-TCDD (Figures 4-Sa and 4-Sb), which is expected given that in 
the Lower Passaic River, 2,3,7,8-TCDD typically represents about 70 percent 
of the Total TCDD mass. The 2,3,7,8-TCDD to Total TCDD ratio of0.7 has 
been used as a diagnostic tracer for sediments from the Lower Passaic River. 
The 2,3,7,8-TCDD to Total TCDD ratio behaves somewhat differently from 
the concentrations of2,3,7,8-TCDD and Total TCDD, showing an even 
steeper gradient in the RM 12 to RM17.4 portion of the river (Figure 4-6). 
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Remedial Investi2ation Report 
page comment 

PVSC requests a copy of the spreadsheet and data from which Figure 4-6a was 
created. Although PVSC understands that the data are available in 
Ourpassaic.org in the Digital Library, they are contained in a series of 
spreadsheets for each sampling event. It would be a laborious and costly 
effort to extract the data from each individual spreadsheet to recreate Figure 4-
6a. The PVSC is a public agency funded solely by local ratepayer funds. In 
these harsh economic times, PVSC believes that spending ratepayer funds to 
recreate work that was already done for USEP A is an unwise use of scarce 
resources that can be otherwise used for environmental improvements. 

Focused Feasibility Study Report 
page comment 
4-4 Sediment Removal 

The FFS conceptual development of alternatives assumed that dredging would 
occur using a mechanical dredge fitted with an environmental clamshell 
bucket although costs for hydraulic dredging were also estimated. 

4-6 Sediment Capping 
Containment alternatives involve leaving a portion of the contaminated 
sediment in place and isolating these materials from the environment through 
the use of an engineered cap. 

4-30 Alternative 2: Deep Dredging with Backfill 
Deep Dredging with Backfill evaluates a bank-to-bank remedy that would 
involve dredging the contaminated fine-grained sediments throughout the FFS 
Study Area (9.7 million cy) to varying depths fo llowed by placement of two 
feet of backfill material over the dredged area. This alternative is intended to 
remove the contaminated sediment inventory causing the current and potential 
future risks in the FFS Study Area. This alternative would accommodate 
continued use of the federally-authorized navigation channel, since the 
contaminated sediment inventory is coincident with the authorized navigation 

4-38 
channel. 

Alternative 3: Capping with Dredging for Flooding and Navigation 
Capping with Dredging for Flooding and Navigation evaluates a bank-to-bank 
remedy that would place an engineered cap (or backfill where appropriate, as 
described below) bank-to-bank over the FFS Study Area. Before cap 
placement, enough fine-grained sediment (4.3 million cy) would be dredged so 
that the cap could be placed without causing additional flooding and to 
accommodate continued use of the federally-authorized navigation channel 
between RMO and RM2.2. 
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Focused Feasibility Study Report 
pa~e comment 

Comments regarding the navigation channel in relationship to the 
remedial alternatives: 

The Passaic Valley Sewerage Commission (PVSC) is an active user of the 
navigation channel fronting its dock at RM 0.5. The PVSC receives cargos of 
liquid sewage sludge delivered by barge and motor vessel tanker. PVSC's 
cargo volume for the last five years is tabulated below: 

Year Arriving Vessels Annual Cargo Tonnage 
2009 141 760,331 
2010 96 540,041 
2011 113 567,496 
2012 136 425,550 * 
2013 243 666,515 

* Cargo reduced due to Superstorm Sandy 

The receipt of sludge for treatment is an important revenue stream for the 
PVSC. As a government agency dependent on user fees from its ratepayers, 
vessel-delivered sludge reduces the cost of wastewater treatment. This cost 
reduction benefits the PVSC users and also the government entities whose 
sludge is processed at the PVSC. PVSC therefore strongly supports the 
dredging and maintenance of the navigation channel in the lower Passaic 
River. 

PVSC asks the following questions relative to matters raised in the RI/FFS: 
I. Describe the proposed dredging activities in the area between the 

dredged federal channel and the docks along the river from RM 0 
to 1. 

a. What is the proposed depth between the existing dock and 
channel? 

b. What type of capping is proposed between the dock and the 
channel? 

2. PVSC dredged its dock at RM 0.5 in 2010. The southern portion 
of this dredged area began filling with newly deposited sediments 
within two years. 

a. Will USEP A model the behavior of the proposed deepened 
channel and the area between the channel and the shore to 
predict sediment infilling rates? 

b. Will the rate of sediment deposition increase after the 
proposed dredging activities? 

c. If so, who will pay for the additional maintenance dredging 
needed at the docks? 

3. If there is a cap, who will measure and restore it after maintenance 
dredging activities? 
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Focused Feasibility Study Report 
page comment 

4. How will the dredging activities impact the use of the docks during 
construction? 

5. Who will pay for reinforcing the dock structure if the proposed 
dredging depth for a cap is greater than the depth the dock was 
designed for? 

Appendix BIT: Lower Passaic River Sediment Transport Model. Attachment A, Analysis 
of Datasets to Evaluate Sediment Erosion Properties 
page Comment 

A-2 and " . . . a particular concern was that the Sedflume field core results were 
A-3 inconsistent with consolidation test results. Specifically, erosion rates 

derived from Sedflume tests performed on what were presumed to be 
undisturbed, well-consolidated field cores were higher than those that were 
derived from consolidation experiments for consolidation times longer than 
seven days. Additionally, critical shear stresses derived from Sedflume 
field cores were lower than those evaluated for consolidation times longer 
than seven days from consolidation cores." 

"No explanation for the inconsistency between the field cores and 
consolidation tests was identified." 

Review of Borroman et al. (2006, Erodibi lity Study of Passaic River 
Sediments Using USACE Sedflume) provides considerable insight 
regarding the divergence in resuspension rates and critical shear stresses 
measured in Sedflume field cores and laboratory consolidation cores. The 
inconsistency noted above may be a consequence of USEPA' s approach to 
analyzing the Sedflume field cores (more on this below) which chooses to 
ignore the roles of grain size, organic content, gas bubbles, and leaves, 
twigs and other debris in individual core tests, as well as data limitations 
due to the way physical properties were measured in the test cores. 

Results of the Sedflume tests on field cores demonstrate that physical 
properties (bulk density, organic content and grain size) each correlate to 
measured resuspension rates and critical shear stresses, although the 
relationships may be complex and not fully understood. Alternatively, it 
may be that insufficient measurements were made in highly stratified cores 
to accurate} y determine the vertical variation of physical properties. 
Additionally, unexpected variability in resuspension rates and critical shear 
stresses was often related to observations of other artifacts (gas bubbles, 
leaves, twigs, fractures) in the field cores. The "state of the science" as 
reflected in the experimental work of Borroman et al. appears better able to 
measure variability in cohesive sediment resuspension properties than it is 
to quantitatively explain it. 
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Appendix BII: Lower Passaic River Sediment Transport Model. Attachment A, Analysis 
of Datasets to Evaluate Sediment Erosion Properties 
page Comment 

In comparison, the cores tested in consolidation experiments were quite 
uniform in physical properties and lacked the high degree of stratification 
and other artifacts that complicated the interpretation of the field core data. 
Simply the fact that the sediment in the consolidation cores was 
consistently fine grained and cohesive, as opposed to the mixed grain sizes 
encountered in the majority of field cores, could explain why erosion rates 
were higher in field cores as opposed to laboratory consolidation cores. 

A-4 Equation 2 is a rearrangement of equation 1. However, since equation 2 is 
used to calculate critical shear stress, shouldn't "E" in this equation be Ecrit 

(threshold erosion rate)? 

E = A T p"' 

:< = (E A p~ ( I o 

A-5 The consolidation model does not appear to fit the vertical profiles of bulk 
density and critical shear stress measured in the consolidation cores (Figure 
2). For example, the bulk densities measured at different times in these 
experiments do not vary nearly as much as the consolidation model curve 
fits. In fact, the amount of consolidation that was measured appears fairly 
minimal in comparison to the lack of fit with the consolidation model. 

Likewise, the critical shear stress measurements are not consistent with the 
curve fits. Measured critical shear stresses increase with depth much more 
than the model curves. 
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Appendix BII: Lower Passaic River Sediment Transport Model. Attachment A, Analysis 
of Datasets to Evaluate Sediment Erosion Properties 
page Comment 
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What is the explanation for these lacks of fit? Do they suggest that the 
consolidation model or the parameter optimization is erroneous? 

A-6 Consolidation parameters used to model parent bed erosion were modified 
to improve TSS and intilling predictions. However, Figures 3 and 4 again 
indicate general lack of fit in bulk density, critical shear stress and erosion 
rates. So again, what is the explanation for this lack of fit? 

A-7 It is unfortunate that USEPA's attempt to develop a comprehensive set of 
erosion properties from the Sedflume (field) data set was not successful. 
Have other researchers in this field been consulted for suggestions of 
alternative approaches of data analysis or model parameterization? I 
assume so, but it would be useful to document such alternatives. 

A-8 "However, variation of erosion rate with density cannot always be uniquely 
determined in the field due to natural variation in other sediment properties 
(e.g. mineralogy, organic content, and particle size). Therefore, effects of 
density in combination with these other factors affecting erodibility were 
subsumed into the constant A. The equation to be used in subsequent 
Sedflume analyses was thus simplified to a power-law relationship: 
E =At• 
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Appendix BII: Lower Passaic River Sediment Transport Model. Attachment A, Analysis 
of Datasets to Evaluate Sediment Erosion Properties 
page Comment 

Note how this differs from the rationale offered for this simplification in 
Borrowman et al. 2006: 

"Density and other properties do not vary significantly with depth in some 
natural sediment cores. In these cases, a best-fit curve can be developed 
between erosion rate and shear stress without using the bulk properties. A 
simpl ified version of Equation 4 can be developed that does not include 
bulk density or other bulk properties by setting m=O in Equation 4: 
E =A-c· 

The distinction may be important: Borrowman et al. suggest that the 
simplified erosion equation (above) be used when the physical properties 
of sediment do not vary significantly with core depth. On the other hand, 
USEP A uses this equation because they cannot determine what the 
relationship is between erosion and physical properties, so they choose to 
ignore it even though there is considerable vertical variation in physical 
properties within most of the cores. 

This may explain why USEPA's heroic attempt to parameterize the 
resuspension properties of cohesive sediments throughout the LPR via 
specifying 4 representative erodibility groups (page A-14 and Table 4) 
failed. However, it was certainly a reasonable approach to a very complex 
problem. 

Figure 4 The upper graph in this figure is a plot of erosion rate vs. sediment depth 
(in the parent bed?). What consolidation time does this correspond to? 28 
days? Do sediments in the parent bed consolidate? 
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Data Evaluation Report #6, Biota Analysis 

page comment 

l-2 Check punctuation in parenthetical at bottom of page: 

" ... pesticides (including the sum of Dichlorodiphenyltrichloroethane 
(DDT) and its metabolites, referred to here as "Total DDx", Total 
Chlordane and Dieldrin)" 

Obviously, chlordane and dieldrin are not metabolites of DDT. 
3-13 Reference to Figure 3-1, which is missing from the report. 
3-21 Agree with comments about narrow ranges of sediment contaminant 

concentrations being used to calculate BSAFs. Regression model 
approach used here appears far superior. 

3-19 Please explicitly indicate the concentration units for each of these 
through 3- equations. 
28 
Table 3-1 The table indicates that contaminant concentrations measured in the 0-6 

inch sediment samples were used in the regression, BSAF and BAF 
calculations. This appears to be consistent with how the contaminant 
fate and transport modeling results are expressed (gQod). However, 
shouldn't this agreement be documented in the text of the report? 

Table 3-3 The regression models for TCDD in blue crab and white perch are 
reasonable linear with sediment concentration. This seems reasonable 
for the case of blue crab, which are less mobile and epibenthic, but less 
so for white perch, which are both omnivorous and migratory based on 
their li fe history. 

16 



Appendix BII: Lower Passaic River Sediment Transport Model 
paf{e comment 
2-11 Is the consolidation model (equation 2-17) appropriate to describe vertical 

variation of sediment bulk density in the lower Passaic River? As mentioned in 
comments for "Sediment Erosion Properties" report, the vertical profi les of bulk 
density and critical shear stress (Figure 3-35) demonstrate disagreement 
between model and data. 

2-15 Cohesive sediment settling velocity 0.2 mm/s increases to 3 mrn/s during tidal 
and resuspension (Figure 2-4). 
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This calibration seems generally consistent with several prior sediment transport 
modeling applications: 
Fine floc settling velocity of 1 rnm/s (Burban 1990) and 0. 1-1 mm/s (Lick, 
saltwater). 
Resuspended aggregate settling velocity 0.5 mm/s (Stokes), 1.4 rnm/s (lower 
Fox River 50 im). 

2-18 Would be helpful here to state that 250, 1000 and 4 1 00 urn are particle sizes for 
the 3 non-cohesive sediment state variables. 

3-1 Suspended solids data used to define freshwater boundary condition on Passaic 
River was measured at Little Falls, approximately 12 miles upstream of the 
Dundee Dam boundary. Is it safe to assume conservative transport of suspended 
solids over this distance? 

3-2 Figures 3-2 through 3-6: 
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Yeara 

I assume these are plots of computed concentration/loading. Please show the 
data in timeseries lots as well as the computed concentrations. 

3-16 "The particle sizes correlate strongly to morphologic regions in the river." 

More discussion may be warranted to justify this statement. Figures 3-26 
through 3-29 suggest sediment samples with wide ranges of average grain size 
within each of the 6 morphological regions. Although there are examples of this 
in each view of the river, Figure 3-29 provides the best example: 

18 



3- 18 "Replicate coring at each of the 14 sites varied in separation from about 1 (3 .28 
ft) to I 0 m (32.8 ft)." 
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Not sure I would consider such cores to be "replicates", although PVSC agrees 
that these data reveal substantial variability in physical properties, erosion rates, 
and critical shear stresses over short distance scales. 

3-18 "Sea Engineering, Inc. (SEI) conducted a Sedflume analysis on four 
and consolidation cores created from a single surficial sediment sample from the 
3-19 LPR. The primary goal of this work was to characterize the consolidation 

characteristics of sediment. Surface sediment was collected at the location of 
Malcolm Pimie's high resolution core at RM2.2, which has been identified as a 
depositional area for fine material. The material was mixed together (i.e. 
composited), slurried into a tluid mud, and poured into four laboratory 
Sedflume cores." 

Is it reasonable to assume that sediment reconstituted from the RM2.2 core is 
representative of cohesive sediment throughout the model domain? Particle 
050s measured in these reconstituted cores were all in the range of 21 to 28 im. 
I think this may be substantially finer than median grain sizes in most 
"cohesive" sediment samples from the LPR? 

3-19 "the variation of erosion rate with density cannot always be determined in the 
field due to natural variation in other sediment properties (e.g. mineralogy, 
organic content, and particle size). Therefore, the density effects and other 
factors affecting erodibility were subsumed into the constant A, which varies 
vertically in the sediment, thereby incorporating the effect of vertical density 
variations." 

As mentioned in comments for "Sediment Erosion Properties" report, this 
approach is not consistent with the data analysis suggested by of Borroman et al. 
(2006). 

3-21 "This high degree of small-scale variability indicates that spatial interpolation of 
erosion parameters from the analysis of the field cores is not appropriate." It 
should also be pointed out that the "replicate cores" having erosion rates that 
differ by an order of magnitude also differ in terms of bulk sediment properties 
(grain size being the most common difference), with some of the difference in 
erosion rates related to the presence of gas bubbles and/or leaves in one of the 
replicates. 

3-21 "Erosion rates derived from the Sedflume tests performed with relatively 
undisturbed, well-consolidated field cores tended to be higher than erosion rates 
from the consolidation experiment for consolidation times greater than seven 
day, and critical shear stresses derived from the field cores were lower than 
those derived from consolidation times longer than seven days." 

These results may be consistent with differences in the properties of the field 
and laboratory cores, as addressed in our comments for the "Sediment Erosion 
Properties" report. 
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3-22 PVSC has already commented on (what appear to be) the poor fits of data for 

time va ing vertical structure of critical shear stresses and erosion rates. 
3-23 "The erosion properties derived from the consolidation experiment were used to 

calculate erosion rates for the parent bed in cohesive areas of the model domain, 
based on the erosion rates for the depositional layers (in g/cm2/s) vertical 
density profile for the parent bed." 

Did USEP A use a generalized or global density profile, or profiles based on 
measurements in cores from a s ecific s atial re ion? This is not clear. 

3-26 "Spatial variations in grainsize distributions will result in spatial variations in 
erosion rates due to differences in bed coarsening. The spatial distribution of 
core assignments is shown in Figure 3-37." 

What does the legend in the "core assignments" Figure 3-37 (core distribution= 
0, 5, 10, 15, 27, 30 ... ) refer to? PVSC couldn't find an explanation for this 
legend. Are these used in the current sediment transport model 
parameterization? 

4-2 "The averages of TSS data as estimated from ABS data reported within each 
si rna level are lotted as a red line, with shading around the line to show the 90 
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percentile prediction interval. The prediction interval reflects both the scatter in 
the regression of TSS to ABS and the extrapolation of the regression outside the 
range of ABS readings included in the regression for each mooring location." 
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There is a surprising amount of variability in the prediction intervals for TSS 
values extrapolated from ABS. Would it be possible to plot the TSS 
concentration data on these graphs? This would help to visually distinguish the 
average TSS (red) from the prediction interval (pink), and help to interpret the 
goodness of model fit. 

4-3 RM 1.4: "The model predictions agree with observations. The phase of tidal 
fluctuations in TSS is generally very well predicted. This phase behavior is 
especially illuminating of sediment transport dynamics." 
•'~" · ~,...,.,., .,.., ,.u.,. .. .,_ .. ....,, .,,..,,. ~ ... , 1:" ...... 

I I I I I 
! I I I , 

' ' ' 0 .h 0 ~ A 0 A 

• • • ,, , , ,. • • • • )1 • » ,. • 

~=: : :::::===::JC~ • ,. • lt.,,. • ••• ,. »,,. .. 

3 o I I : 
0 

:-· ~ : 
I ·. I ~ 

~~ . ' 
a "' llll )t tl » )I » a Jt )I )I » D )ol llll 

1~=~ 
llll lJ llll J\ 1t D M a• lt llll U 111 J) )I» 

3 I ' I ' I ' - · J"' . : : . 
• 1t ,. )I • , ,. •• .,. ,. ,. 111 » ,. • 

The model fit ofTSS at RM1.4 is quite good. Is correct representation of tidal 
phase a result of calibrating critical shear stress for resuspension? 
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4-3 RM 4.2: "At this location simulated TSS concentrations are generally less than 
TSS concentrations estimated from ABS measurements, although the simulated 
values fall within the lower range ofthe TSS-ABS prediction interval." 
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Model predictions are considerably lower than ABS/TSS at this location. Is this 
due to the magnitude of the resuspension flux during each ebb tide? 

4-4 RM 6.7: " there is generally good agreement between predicted and observed 
ISS, both in magnitude and phase. The model tends to under-predict peak I SS 
values in the lower part of the water column, but not as much as at RM 4.2. " 

TSS peaks are consistently underpredicted in sigma layers 6 and 7 at RM 6.7 
(Figure 4-3). 
RM 10.2 and 13.5: "In both the model predictions and the data, the general 
levels ofTSS are greatly reduced compared to those at RM 4.2 and RM 6.7. 
Within this context, the model again agrees well in the predicted phase ofTSS, 
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and with the magnitude of the concentrations at RM 1 0.2, but over-predicts tidal 
peaks in TSS at RM 13.5." 

TSS is consistently underpredicted in sigma layers 7 and 8 at RM 10.2 (Figure 
4-4) 
RM1 3.5: "the model again agrees well in the predicted phase ofTSS .. . but 
over-predicts tidal peaks in TSS at RM 13.5." 
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4-5 "The highest river flow during the PWCM program occurred on April 1, 2010, 
when flow reached 300 ems - 10500 cfs , a roximately a 5- ear event. This 
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flow followed an even larger flood on March 16, 20 10, which took place before 
the moorings were in place for the spring monitoring period. Figures 4-8, trough 
4-12 show time series of predicted and observed TSS from RM 1.4, 4.2, 6.7 
10.2, and 13.5, respectively, from March 29 to April 4, 2010. There are several 
important points to be made from these figures. First, the model clearly over
predicts the magnitude of peak TSS throughout the river during this event, but 
again the phase is well-predicted. The magnitude is most likely over-predicted 
because the procedure used to estimate sediment loads over Dundee Dam does 
not account for flow history, assigning the same representative sediment load to 
each flow regardless of antecedent conditions. In reality, it is likely that the 
March 16 flood scoured much of the sediment available for erosion in the 
watershed upstream of Dundee Dam, leading to much lower actual loads during 
the April 1 flood than those estimated by the model and thus to the lower 
observed TSS magnitudes in Figure 4-8 through 4-12." 

Since the sediment loads at Dundee Dam in this event were extrapolated to 
flows (300 ems) significantly higher than data (flow < 200 ems) used for 
boundary condition regression, the reliability of these boundary condition 
extrapolations is highly uncertain. Regardless of that, no regression model could 
predict the sediment load behavior suggested above by USEPA. This discussion 
illustrates the difficulty of confirming a model without reliable botmdary 
conditions, and the importance of collecting reliable data- especially for large 
flow events. 
RM 4.9 (Figure 4.2): 
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Does the coincidence of TSS peaks with high shear stresses suggest error in the 
ma ·tude of the resus ension flux instead of the Dundee Dam loadin ? 

4-5 "TSS patterns in the bottom two sigma levels are much more complex due to 
and short-lived disequilibria between applied stress and critical stress, resulting in 
4-6 sporadic resuspension episodes, but there are no data available for comparison 

to these predictions. The pattern of ebb dominance is even more apparent 
further up-river, where it is accompanied by complex patterns of predicted 
erosion and deposition during the flow event. Interestingly, bed elevations are 
predicted to return almost to normal by the end of the week." 

The pattern of bed elevation changes during this event (Figures 4-8 through 4-
12) are complex, varying both spatially and temporally (deposition-> erosion -> 
deposition). RM 6.7 (Figure 4-1 0) shows(-) bed elevation change on day 179, 
(+) bed elevation change on day 185, apparently related to changes in critical 
shear stresses? Are the abrupt changes in critical shear stress a response to 
sediment being removed and/or redeposited to the bed? 
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RM 10.2 (Figure 4-11) shows gradual (+) bed elevation change up to day 183, 
when rapid(-) change occurs, coincident with big jump in critical shear stress. 
This looks like resuspension event because TSS predictions are extremely high 
in lower sigma levels? 
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Something similar is evident at RM 13.5 (Figure 4-12). In addition to the 
general overprediction ofTSS (presumably due to error at the boundary 
condition , a bi ·urn in TSS redictions in si rna la ers 5, 6, 7 etc. occurs on 
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day 182 that is not seen in the data. This jump coincides with an abrupt drop in 
bed elevation. Why? 
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4-6 June low flow: "This period was characterized by flows at or below long-term 
median levels, with typical spring tides. Figure 4-13 shows relatively low TSS 
concentrations in the upper water column, with both the magnitude and phase of 

redictions a reein well with the data. Near the bottom, the model under-
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predicts the observed large semi-diurnal TSS fluctuations, but again there is 
relatively good phase agreement." 

261 202 

The model clearly underpredicts TSS in the lower sigma layers, especially at 
RM 6.7. 

4-9 Regarding summary #3: 

"The model over-prediction during the high river flow event of late March
early April 2010 likely reflected the fact that the model loading function does 
not account for scour history in the watershed above Dundee Dam. Differences 
between predicted tidal TSS magnitude and observations likely reflect 
difficulties with predicting the delicate balance between erosion and deposition 
of the thin floc layer at the sediment surface. However, the fact that the model 
correctly predicted turbidity maximum spatial and temporal dynamics indicates 
that it transported the pool of mobile particles that is the source of the turbidity 
maximum correctly, though it may have over-estimated the size of that pool." 

Does the observation that TSS is overpredicted more near the bottom of the 
water column indicate errors in erosion or deposition? It appears that the model 
is predicting that more than the floc layer is being eroded and/or deposited at 
s ecific times and laces in the river. 

4-11 March 201 0 high-flow (16,000 cfs): Why not plot model/data time series 
comparisons of TSS like in previous figures ( 4-8 through 4 -1 4 )? It would be 
useful to see the TSS timeseries fo r this event plotted in the same manner as 

revious fi ures 4-8 throu h 4-14) even if observations are enerall lacking. 
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4-12 "The upstream boundary loading in the model is based on very limited data set 
and is generalized. Under high flows, there is no provision for differing loads 
during the rising or falling limb of the flow, nor is there any provision for 
different sediment loads during different storms. The uncertainty in the amount 
of upstream loadings as well as composition can be a contributing factor to the 
differences between simulated TSS and the OBS data." 

It is discouraging how often the issue of upstream boundary conditions tends to 
undermine the credibility of a model like this! There should have been one or 
more transmissometers deployed at Dundee Dam. 

If the Dundee Dam boundary condition did account for watershed loadings (it 
doesn't) how would that change the model results? For example, in the Hudson 
River the upstream TSS concentrations were about 3 times higher on the rising 
limb of the hydrograph. Although all rivers are probably unique in this regard, 
wouldn't the sediment transport model require recalibration if such hysteresis 
was takin lace? Isn't this a forecasting issue? 

4-13 "The expectation is that the bed elevation changes computed by the model 
and should be less variable than actual bed elevation changes, because of factors 
4-14 related to scale, sediment heterogeneity, and factors not represented in the 

model." 

"In this application, the variability of the Sed flume experimental results led to 
s ecification of avera e bed ro erties and erosion characteristics across lar e 
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regions of the river, further reducing spatial variability of computed erosion and 
deposition. It is important to recognize that there are some additional factors 
that influence erosion and deposition that are not included in the model." 

It may be important to consider the implications of these caveats to applying the 
sediment transport model to contaminant transport and fate, and associated 
remediation predictions. Apparently, USEPA considers the model to be reliable 
at the scale of river mile averages. 

The conceptual model posits that contaminants (especially TCDD) enter the 
LPR. primarily from localized scour of older, highly-contaminated sediments. So 
if the sediment transport model is not expected to yield accurate resuspension 
fluxes at the grid scale or below, should PVSC be confident that the model is 
capable of simulating localized scour and the associated remobilization of 
sediment contaminants? This concern is related to the high spatial variability of 
contaminants and h sical ro erties in LPR sediments. 

4-15 Figure 4-29: "In the section of the river upstream of RM8.3 (Figure 4-29) both 
the data and model results show net erosion over the majority of the river, 
interspersed with smaller pockets of net deposition. Although not always in 
exactly the same location, the general trends are consistent." 
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This interpretation is difficult to discern visually. The patterns of erosion and 
deposition are complex, and the predicted pattern and magnitude of bed 
elevation chan es is not consistent with the data in man cells. 
Figure 4-30: Same comment. Significant differences are observed at RM 0-1 
and 1-2. 
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4-15 "The areas and volumes of deposition (positive values) and erosion (negative 
and values) are summarized by 1-mile reaches on Figures 4-31 and 4-32." 
4-16 

The aggregation of grid cell results and the bar graph format make it easier to 
compare bathymetric changes to the model. Interesting to note that mile 
averaging (2-mile, actually) was also used to smooth the sediment contaminant 
data in the biota analysis. 

"The areas of erosion and deposition simulated by the model agree with the data 
in the majority of the reaches in both spatial patterns and magnitude." 

Results indicate generally good agreement: erosion>>deposition. Deposition 
lack of fit in a few segments is apparently due to data problems (incomplete 
bath metric surve covera e). 
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4-16 "Figures 4-33 to 4-38 show the changes in surface sediment bed elevations 
between 2007 and 2010, calculated by subtracting the 2007 sediment surface 
elevation from the 2010 sediment surface elevation (negative values represent 
erosion)." 

~ liS ;so I! 

Figures 4-33 through 4-35 are very difficult to view, poor choice of pastel 
colors? 
"Between RM9 and RM7.8 (Figure 4-40), both the model results and data 
indicate a transition from net erosion to net deposition." 
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There is at least moderate disagreement between model and data in terms of 
erosion and deposition patterns in Figure 4-40. The model predicts substantial 
( +) change in bed elevation between RM7 and 8, while the data shows (- ) 
change. Specifically, the model predicts 6-18" of(+) change in cells near RM 
7.5 where river widens. Downstream from RM 4, the model predicts bed 
elevation changes in relatively fewer cells than were measured in the 
bath metr . 

4-18 "The areas of net erosion and deposition between 2007 and 2010 are presented 
on Figure 4-41, with the same y-axis scale used for the 2010-2011 period 
(Figure 4-31 ). The comparison of simulated areas of erosion and that derived 
from the data are in reasonable agreement for the vast majority of the 1-mile 
reaches. The data indicate the area of erosion is greater than the area of 
deposition for all but the most-downstream reach of the river. This pattern is 
reflected in the model results, with the exception of a few reaches (RM10-RM9 
and RM8-RM6) where localized deposition shifts the balance." 

Again, evidence for general model confirmation at large spatial scales but not at 
scale of model id. 

4-22 Cumulative sediment fluxes (Figures 4-47 through 4-53): "During periods of 
low flow, most notably between mid 2001 and 2002, the cumulative water 
column sediment flux decreases, signaling a net upstream transport during those 
times due to estuarine circulation. Those periods also show a net deposition of 
solids trans orted u stream due to estuarine circulation." 
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This cumulative water column sediment flux decrease is not readily apparent 
from these figures. Is there some other way this can be illustrated? 

4-26 4.5.3.2 Water Year 1998, High-flow Fluxes: 
"The gross erosion and deposition terms increased by roughly 30 to 40%, but 
with more of an increase in gross deposition compared to gross resuspension, 
resulting in a doubling of the net non-cohesive deposition (from 2 to 4 MT per 
day) and an increase in the net cohesive solids by more than a factor of2.5". 

4.5.3.3 Water Year 1998, Low-flow Fluxes: 
"Interestingly, the low flow period turns out to be a period of net resuspension 
(46 and 1 MT per day for non-cohesive and cohesive solids respectively). This 
is in contrast to the high flow period during which net deposition occurred ( 46 
and l MT per day for non-cohesive and cohesive solids respectively). This 
somewhat counter-intuitive result is largely a reflection of the nearly 4-fold 
higher upstream loading rate that occurs during the higher flow conditions (185 
MT per day) in comparison to low flow conditions". 

As opposed to the previous flux analysis (Sections 4.5.2-4.5.3.1), these results 
are provocative and seemingly counter-intuitive: greater increase in deposition 
than erosion at high flow, and net resuspension under low flow? The 
explanations offered for these results, based on supply of solids and trapping 
efficiency, seem plausible. Has something comparable been seen in other 
sediment transport modeling studies? 

4-28 "The interaction of these processes creates complex and potentially confusing 
patterns, as shown in Figures 4-58-4-61." 

Indeed. 

" It is noted that the model results, even in the river-dominated upstream 
transects, do not exhibit the typical hysteresis in solids loading versus river 
flow, because the boundary conditions do not include such a feature." 

I'm not sure how this statement fits in the discussion here? 
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4-29 " ... transport behavior of the LPR lags behind its riverine forcing by several 
days" 

What does this mean? Is this a significant factor related to the modeling 
objectives? 

5-2 "Following USEPA guidance (2009) parameter values were either increased or 
decreased by a fixed amount of their base values. In this case a value was 
changed by 20% of its base value, although it is noted that USEP A, 2009 cites 
10% as the common value for parameter variation." 

20% perturbation of the upstream TSS boundary condition seems way too 
conservative at high flow rates. I would guess 100- 200% is more realistic for a 
high flow scenario. 

5-3 "Consistency between the assigned upstream boundary TSS-flow relationship 
and TSS estimated from OBS measurements recorded in the PWCM program 
indicate that the assigned TSS boundary conditions provide a reasonable 
characterization ofTSS loading at Dundee Dam." 

What consistency does this refer to? Does this refer to the agreement between 
boundary condition TSS and the ABS measurements at RM 13.5? 

5-4 "uncertainty associated with the downstream tidal boundar:iies is quite tolerable 
because ofthe minimal impact of these inputs on the FFS study area". 

In retrospect, would it have been more effective to reallocate resources devoted 
to characterizing the downstream boundary, and instead beefed up the sampling 
effort at Dundee Dam? 

5-5 "The response of the model to changes in the critical shear stress for cohesive 
solids indicate that the model results are consistent with expectations. The 
assignment of the value used in the calibration is constrained by the 
comparisons between simulated water column TSS and concentrations 
estimated from the PWCM ABS data, particularly the phasing of intratidal 
concentration variations." 

So, tuning of critical shear stress was how the tidal phase of TSS predictions 
was calibrated? 

5-6 "Vertical gradients in TSS, estimated from ABS data, provide an important 
constraint on the cohesive solids settling velocity because calculated vertical 
gradients in water column solids are sensitive to changes in settling velocity." 

So this is how the cohesive settling velocities (Figure 2-4) were calibrated? 
Some of the model predictions seem to be "off' in terms of the vertical 
gradients in TSS, does this indicate probable error in the setting rate? 

5-9 "an approach discussed in USEPA's 2005 Contaminated Sediment Remediation 
Guidance for Hazardous Waste Sites, which relies on consideration of residuals 
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between model results and data (Connolly and Tonelli, 1985) was adopted. The 
uncertainty propagated through the models is being evaluated using this 
approach with the exposure concentrations generated by the fate and transport 
model and passed to the risk assessment." 

Cannot argue with the approach of characterizing model error using residuals, 
but median relative errors (Tables 5-1 and 5-2) seem more like bias estimates 
than uncertainties. 

5-l 0 Table 5-l. Median Relative Errors for 2009 PWCM Estimate TSS 
Concentrations 

Median relative errors for 2009 TSS (3-44%) are actually pretty good! 

Table 5-2. Median Relative Errors for Bed Elevation Changes 

As expected (based on lack of grid-scale resuspension parameters, etc.) median 
relative errors for bed elevation changes are larger (60- 101%). 
"Figure 5-5 summarizes the cumulative frequency distributions of bed elevation 
changes for three time periods. The agreement between the model and data is 
more consistent on this basis, with better agreement for the multibeam data sets 
than for the single beam data." 
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These comparisons of bed elevation changes via cumulative frequency 
distributions may be slightly misleading because the rank order of the model 
results and data don't necessarily correspond to the same gr id locations, or even 
grid locations in the same reach of the river. The distribution of results agree 
well within the second and third quartiles (multibeam data), although model 
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predictions generate more extreme (>90%) positive bed elevation changes and 
<1% negative changes in comparison to data. 

6-3 "The empirical mass balance (EMB) analysis (Appendix C) produces one 
average estimate of the contribution of these various sources, while the sediment 
transport model shows spatial variations. The EMB estimates 48% of the 
deposition from resuspended LPR sediment, 32% from solids passing over 
Dundee Dam, almost 14% from Newark Bay, slightly less than 6% from 
tributaries and less than 0.5% from CSOs. These tracer simulation results 
averaged over RM2-12 (the appropriate spatial extent to compare to the EMB) 
indicate a higher proportion (39%) of the total mass accumulation from silts 
input at Dundee Dam and a lower fraction (33%) of the accumulation from 
resuspended LPR sediment. 

Interesting to note that sediment transport model tracer simulations suggest 
more cohesive solids deposition from Dundee Dam (39% vs. 32%) and less 
mass accumulation from resuspended sediments (33% vs. 48%) than EMB 
results. 

6-4 "The FFS includes consideration of a bank-to-bank cap over the FFS Study 
Area .. . 
The results of this simulation indicate that solids eroded from the RM8.3 -
RM12 reach represent between 5 and 10 percent (average ~7%) of the solids 
deposited on top of theRMO- RM8.3 cap, at the end of this one-year 
simulation ... Newark Bay and Hackensack River silt accounts for 31% of all of 
the silt accumulation on top of theRMO - RM8.3 cap." 

The sediment capping tracer simulation yields some interesting results that seem 
to endorse USEPA's "remediate downstream fi rst" approach that has been 
criticized by many. How would these results change if a hydrograph other than 
1998 was used (highest flow in 1998 was ~250 ems, not particularly extreme) or 
the simulation was longer (e.g., I 0 years)? 

6-5 "A third sediment tracer simulation was performed to evaluate the progression 
of a remedy from upstream to downstream ... classes) ... More fine-grained 
sediments from an unremediated FFS Study Area accumulated on top of the 
RM8.3-12 cap than accumulated on top of the FFS Study Area cap from an 
unremediated RM8.3-12 area". 

Again, the sediment tracer simulations yield some interesting results. However, 
they don' t directly address the consistency of the forecasting predictions with 
the previously-cited infilling rate of 4 inches/yr following cessation of 
navigation dredging. 

6-7 "A dredging-loss rate of3% was specified, based on data from the 2005 
Environmental Dredging and Decontamination Pilot Study (LBG 2012) and 
data from other sediment sites." 
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The assumed 3% dredging loss rate seems generally comparable to the l -6% 
loss of PCBs in Hudson River. Losses were assumed to increase with flow rate 
in the Hudson; is there any reason to expect something similar in the LPR? 

"Losses during dredging were simulated in the model split equally between the 
surface and bottom water column layers. These are the two points in the 
dredging operation where the greatest losses are expected." 

Are the results of these remediation scenarios at all sensitive to this vertical 
distribution? 

6-9 "Maps showing the spatial patterns of bed elevation changes in each grid cell 
and for the four alternatives are presented on Figures 6-14 through 6-17." 
6-10 

The Deep Dredge simulation seems to address the issue of whether the sediment 
transport model predicts sediment infi lling rates for the deep dredging remedial 
alternative are similar to the previously-cited (way back on page 1-1) 4 inches 
per year after maintenance dredging ended in lower Passaic River. Figure 6-15 
shows more widespread positive bed elevation change for Deep Dredging 
compared to No Action. However, positive bed elevation changes on the order 
of 10-25 cm/yr (4-10 in/yr) appear mostly confined to the RM 7 to 8 stretch: 
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"the rate of infilling is limited by the supply of solids from freshwater inputs 
and Newark Bay." 

If more suspended solids came over Dundee Dam, would the dredged channel 
fill in faster? 

Appendix A (Data Evaluation Reports), Data Evaluation Report No.2: Boundary 
Conditions 
page Comment 

3-1 "The Upper Passaic River drainage basin (81 0 square miles) enters the 
Lower Passaic River at Dundee Dam (RM17.4)." 

Can any estimate be made for the magnitude of solids loading expected 
from this watershed based on unit loadings? 
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3-9 "The head of tide dissolved and particulate contaminant concentrations used in 
and the LPR RCATOX model are tabulated in Table 3-3 .. . For the projection runs 
3-10 the time history for the period of time from October 1, 1995 through September 

30, 2010 is repeated in a cycle from October 1, 2012 through September 30, 
2059." 

The head of tide contaminant concentrations are constant dissolved and 
particulate concentrations (Table 3-3). These concentrations are not varied over 
the duration of 50 year projection runs. Wouldn't they be expected to decline 
over that time? At least for TCDD, the current boundary condition may be so 
low that further reduction in the future would have no effect. Would this be the 
case for the other COPCs and COPECs? 

3-25 "Once average initial contaminant concentrations (for all five sediment layers) 
were assigned to each geomorphic region, the LPR model grid was laid over 
the geomorphic regions. As presented in Figure 3-1 1, multiple geomorphic 
regions typically fall within each model grid cell. 

Isn't it problematic for a sediment transport model grid cell to represent more 
than one geomorphic region? Presumably a geomorphic region reflects a 
predominant balance in terms of energy, sediment supply, tidal effects, etc. If 
the model discretization doesn' t align with the geomorphology, then how can 
the model simulate how these same balances affect sediments and 
contaminants? Moreover, there are many more model cells than there are 
geomorphic regions, so why couldn' t the model grid be aligned to better map 
these regions? 

Characteristic initial contaminant concentrations for each grid cell were derived 
by taking a spatially weighted average of the contaminant concentrations 
assigned to each geomorphic region present in the grid cell. This process was 
repeated separate! y for each of the five sediment layers. Figure 3-12 shows the 
final interpolated 2,3,7,8-TCDD concentrations for the top six inches of 
sediment for each geomorphic region within the LPR." 

Figure 3-12 shows fairly widespread occurrences where the color coding of 
sediment data does not match the color of the grid cell in which they falls. 
Why? 

4-5 "The sediment X-Y scatter comparison for the FOC data (Figure 4-8) shows a 
great deal of scatter. This scatter is the result of a number of factors. There is 
considerable heterogeneity of the FOC in the sediment data . .. due to the 
relatively high KPOC of the COPCs and COPECs modeled, doubling the 
sediment FOC did not significantly affect the fraction of the contaminant 
sorbed to the organic carbon, and therefore did not impact the computed 
contaminant fate and transport." 
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Given the amount of scatter in the x-y plots of organic carbon states (Figures 4-
6 through 4-8) it is indeed fortunate that partitioning in the contaminant model 
is insensitive to organic carbon phase concentrations! 

4-6 "The RCA TOX model surface sediment initial conditions were developed 
and using data that were mostly from the depth interval ofO.O- 0.5 ft. The initial 
4-7 condit ion was first assigned as a uniform concentration over this surface 

sediment layer. After running the model initially for the period through 2008, 
the sediments developed a gradient over the top 15 em ( - 6 in). This gradient is 
controlled mainly by the rate of particle mixing within the bed. As the model 
develops this gradient from lower concentrations at the surface of the 
sediments to higher concentrations in the bulk of the sediment it results in an 
artificially rapid decline in surface sediment concentrations. To compensate for 
this initial condition data resolution artifact, the model was then restarted from 
1995 with the same average concentration but with the vertical distribution 
computed by the model after running through 2008." 

How much were the surface contaminant concentrations reduced? Was this 
done uni formly (spatially? between contaminants?)? Was there any high-
resolution sediment data available to constrain this? The 2005 high-resolution 
core data was not sufficiently resolved to reveal any contaminant trends within 
the top few em. Maybe other highly-resolved cores were analyzed for 
contaminants? 

4-10 "(TCDD) concentrations simulated through 2010 have tended to decrease 
throughout the LPR and Newark Bay relative to the initial conditions. The data 
collected over this time period show do not show a significant trend with 
similar median concentrations in 1995 and 2008 through 2012. Given the 
variability in the data, however, the model results and data are still in 
reasonable agreement in most areas. In the final two calibration years 20 11 and 
2012 the model shows an increase due to some relatively high flows. In these 
final two years the 2011 CPG River Mile 10.9 Data, 2012 CPG River Mile 10.9 
Data, and the 2012 CPG Low Resolution Coring Supplemental data show just 
how variable the data can be at small scales. The model does a fairly good job 
of going through the middle of the range of the data, but cannot reproduce the 
observed sub-grid scale variability. It is important to note that, with the 
exception of the 1995 RI Sampling Program, the various sampling programs 
were not designed to collect data that were spatially representative of the 
sediment bed." 
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Top l!icm Average Cone. of 2,3,7,8-TCDD (Dioxin) (uglkg) (DIOXIN I) 
··~~~~~~--~~~--~----~~~~~--~~~~--~~--~ 

The contaminant transport model predicts TCDD concentrations in surficial 
sediment to decline at a rate corresponding to a half life of approximately 25-
35 years (if the upward concentration "step" resulting from Hurricane Irene 
flows are ignored) . Does USEP A believe this prediction is accurate, given the 
apparent lack of significant decline in surficial sediment TCDD concentrations 
observed over the time period from 1995 to 20 l 0? In other words, how does 
USEPA reconcile the apparent contradiction between these predictions and 
observations? This is a fairly important issue, since the decline in surficial 
sediment TCDD concentrations has been a significant point of contention 
between USEPA and CPG, both in terms of data interpretation and 
effectiveness of natural recovery as a com onent of remediation alternatives. 

4-12 "For a number of reaches and sampling events, the model falls within the 95% 
and confidence limits of the mean of the data, but the model over predicts total 
4-13 water column concentrations measured during a number of the CWCM 

sampling events particularly within the Study Area. This is related to the 
response of the model to the high flows in 2007, 201 0, and 20 II, and 
particularly Hurricane Irene in 2011. The high flows result in erosion in a small 
number of cells to a depth that exposes fairly elevated contaminant 
concentrations to the water column, and the model computed water column 
concentrations do not recover as quickly as the data suggests." 

IIIII 
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Ar~a(acrc) = 374 

2009.0 2011.0 2013.0 2015.0 

It is quite difficult to see what is going on in Figure 4-34, especially the post
Hurricane Irene time interval near the end of the plot. Irene hit LPR with 
sustained high flows at the end of August 201 1; does that correspond to the 
first data point plotted after 2011.0? The elevated TCDD water column 
concentrations are sustained for a considerable period of time - well into the 
following year. A few of the data match these predictions, but another "clump" 
are an order-of-magnitude lower in concentration. So actually, the data are 
suggesting two different responses: what can explain the order-of-magnitude 
difference in concentrations in this time period? 

"The tetrachlorobiphenyl model results match the 2008 LPR data quite well 
(Figures 4-36 and 4-37). The model results fall well with the 95% confidence 
limits of the mean of the data." 
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Top IScm Average Cone. ofPCB.o;, sum oftetrachloro biphenyl congenen (ug/kg) (PCBI ) 
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"Similar to the TCDD results the model tends to over predict observed 
concentrations oftetrachlorobiphenyl in the water column. The over estimate 
of water column concentrations is again related to the response of the model to 
the high flows in the 2007 through 2011 time period." 

tiiiii'L..-~...-....----'~_.....~~ ........... ~~......_~........._-~_._-...__ .......... _........_..__........_.........__--.......J 
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Model also over-predicts the water column PCB4 concentrations in 2011-2012, 
so the lack of fit evident for water column TCDD predictions is a consistent 
error for h dro hobic or anic contaminants? 

4-14 "Data and model results were plotted on X-Y scatter plots for a point by point 
and comparison. Each sediment sample was paired with the corresponding 30-day 
4-15 average model result for the cell where the sample was collected, and each 

water column sample was paired with the corresponding l hour average model 
result for the cell where the sample was collected. Figures 4-50 through 4-55 
show surface sediment (15 em or ~6 in), and water column results for 2,3,7,8-
TCDD, tetrachlorobiphenyl and mercury, respectively." 

"for 2,3,7,8-TCDD, the cross-plots of the surface sediment model results with 
the data indicate that reasonable agreement has been achieved by the model. . 
Both the model and data vary over about a 5 order of magnitude range and 
overal1 67.5% of the calculated 2,3,7,8-TCDD concentrations (Figure 4-50) are 
within a factor of+/- 5x of the measurements. For the FFS Study Area, 81.6% 
of the data falls within the +/- 5x envelope." 
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According to this comparison, the sediment TCDD predictions are tmbiased 
and the range of predictions roughly match the data. There doesn't seem to be 
much correlation, though. 

4-15 "The water column 2,3,7,8-TCDD model results do not compare as favorably 
with the data. The concentration in the water column is overpredicted for most 
of the water column datasets, particularly the later datasets south of RM8.3. For 
the FFS Study Area, 35.9% of the data falls within the +/- 5x envelope." 
(Figure 4-51): 
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Water column TCDD concentration predictions are clearly biased high in 
comparison to data. 

4-18 "The uncertainty propagated through the models is being evaluated using this 
approach with the exposure concentrations generated by the fate and transport 
model and passed to the risk assessment. The uncertainty values computed 
represent a lower bound on the uncertainty in the RM 0 to 8.3 averages passed 
to the risk assessment." 

The lower-bound nature of the prediction uncertainties determined in this 
manner should be reiterated when they are later applied. 

"Median relative error values were computed for the predicted water column 
POC, DOC, sediment FOC, sediment COPC/COPEC, and water column 
COPC/COPEC data. The resulting computed median relative error values are 
presented in Table 4-2." 
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Name River Mile 0-8 

Sediment Top I Scm Water Column 

N Percent of Median N Percent of Median 
Samples Relative Samples Relative 

w/in factor Error w/in factor Error 
of5 of5 

2378-TCDD 304 81.6 35 198 35.9 525 

Di-CB 235 78.7 110 19 1 4 1.9 292 

Tri-C'B 235 77 .9 64 191 48.7 270 

Tetra-CB 235 80.4 67 191 45 279 

Penta-CB 235 87.2 27 19 1 42.4 296 

Hexa-CB 235 85.5 20 191 52.4 200 

Mono-CB 235 79.1 83 19 1 20.4 588 

Hepta-C'B 230 85.7 20 191 46. 1 247 

Octa-C'B 230 86. 1 7 191 38.7 3 11 

Nona-C'B 230 83.5 42 191 :n 305 

Deca-C'B 222 84.7 51 197 69 137 

TCDD prediction error statistics are comparable to other hydrophobic organic 
contaminants, although water column median relative error is higher than 
almost all others. 

4-19 "The water column model calculations tend to overpredict the response of the 
water column to the high flow events between 2007 and 2011 (except for 
mercury, where model results compared well with data), in particular, the rate 
of decline in water column concentrations suggested by the CWCM data 
collected between 2011 and 2012. This result is related to the response of the 
model to high flows resulting in erosion in a small number of cells to a depth 
that exposes fairly elevated contaminant concentrations to the water column." 

It sounds as though USEPA is questioning this phenomenon, even though this 
has been suggested by the Agency as the source of much of the TCDD 
"recontamination" of the LPR? According to the conceptual site model (Section 
6 of the Remedial Investigation Report): 

"Daily tidal action resuspends and redeposits the contaminated surface 
sediments, while occasional scouring during high flow events uncovers and 
resuspends deeper, more highly contaminated sediments. As a result, 
contaminant concentrations in the surface sediments (approximately the top 
two feet) are declining extremely slowly in recent years." 
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EPA should clarify whether there is maybe too much of this elevated 
contaminant erosion taking place in the model, or that the phenomenon is 
incorrect? 

5-1 "The four model sensitivity runs that were performed were: the upstream 
boundary condition, partition coefficients, depth of particle mixing, and rate of 
particle mixing. In addition the sensitivity of the model to a one in one hundred 
year storm after completion of deep dredging was also simulated." 

Why were no sensitivity analyses performed for parameters varied in the 
sediment transport model (settling/resuspension) or the upstream suspended 
solids boundary condition? Aren't contaminant concentrations sensitive to 
those parameters too? 

The 2013 Peer Review of the FFS models also requested USEPA to include the 
upstream suspended solids boundary condition in the sensitivity analysis for the 
Contaminant Fate and Transport Model. In their response to the peer review 
comments, USEPA agreed to conduct such an analysis. However, no resultsof 
such analysis are presented in the revised Contaminant Fate and Transport 
Model report and no explanation was offered for this omission. 

This prompts a general comment regarding USEPA's responses to the Peer 
Review comments. PVSC reviewed the comments and responses in some 
detail, and found numerous instances where (1) USEPA agreed to perform 
additional analyses and/or present additional results and explanations, then 
failed to do so, or (2) rebutted significant comments, especially those related to 
sediment transport and contaminant bioturbation/mixing processes as well as 
grid size issues. These responses concern PVSC because they could give the 
impression that USEP A was disinterested in constructively responding to some 
of the Peer Review comments. Notwithstanding the previous comments, PVSC 
believes that the Modeling Peer Review led to significant improvements in 
both the Sediment Transport and Contaminant Fate and Transport models. 

5-6 "The sensitivity of the model to large storms was assessed by running a 
simulation of a one in one hundred year storm." 

What storm? I assume Hurricane Irene but this isn't defined. Better 
documentation of this sensitivity analysis is needed. 

"The time period chosen was starting October 1, 2029 and running through the 
subsequent 3 years." 

Figure 5-16 shows 2020 as the start date. Is October 1, 2029 where the storm is 
simulated? 
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"This time period follows the completion of the Deep Dredging remedial 
alternative, which is the longest duration of the simulated remedies. Beginning 
the simulation at this point allows a comparison of the impact of an extreme 
flow with all of the alternatives in place." 

This makes sense in terms of comparing the alternatives. However, a 100 year 
storm is equally likely to occur during remediation. What would that do? 

"The sensitivity was simulated in the hydrodynamic and sediment transport 
(Appendix BII) and the results were used as an input to the organic carbon and 
contaminant fate and transport models." 

There is no discussion of a l 00 year storm in the Sediment Transport Report, 
so it is difficult to relate the 2 models ' simulations of this event. Assuming this 
refers to Hurricane Irene, that period was part of the confirmation simulation 
and was the largest of several events that were bounded by multi beam 
bathymetry surveys in 20 l 0 and 201 1. No ABS/TSS data was collected for this 
event, and the model predictions of TSS were not displayed or discussed. 

"The response in the sediments ofRM0-8.3 is nearly two times greater than the 
other high flow periods." 

What response is USEP A referring to, and how is it 2 times bigger than other 
high flow periods? What are the other high flow periods? Assuming this refers 
to floods in March and September of2011 , the 100 year storm flow was 30% to 
50% larger than these events. Forth~ model to predict twice the response(?) to 
a 30% to 50% increase in the event magnitude, suggests that the consequences 
of extreme high flows should be given more careful consideration by USEP A 
when evaluating remedial alternatives. 

5-7 "The sensitivities also show that erosion predicted by the sediment transport 
model along with the specification of elevated concentrations at depth in the 
bed can be an equalizing factor which tends to reset the surface sediment 
concentrations and reduce the differences between the simulations using 
different parameters for bed processes." 

Not sure how the sensitivity analyses demonstrate this - the discussion is 
under-developed. 

6-1 "The hydrographs (and other tidal forcing) for the period October 1995 -
October 2010 (water years 1996-2010) were repeated in 15-year cycles to 
simulate conditions into the future to October 2059, which is 30 years after 
remedy- related construction is completed. (Although the calibration 
simulations included a 17- year period from 1995-2012, the hydrodynamic 
transport from only the first 15 years was used, to avoid repeating the 90-year 
return frequency flow associated with Hurricane Irene in the repeating cycle.)" 
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Does this mean that the largest storm in the remedial alternative simulations is 
the 20-year flood that occurred on March 16, 201 0? Or was Tropical Storm 
Floyd in 1999 larger? 

According to the New York State Department of Environmental Conservation 
(http://www.dec.ny.gov/energy/45202.html), sea level is projected to rise from 
7 to 12 inches by the 2050s (not accounting for rapid melt ofland-based ice) or 
19 to 29 inches (accounting for rapid ice melt) in the Lower Hudson Valley and 
Long Island. Has this change in the open boundary condition been factored into 
the long-term remedial action scenarios? Tf not, then how will sea level rise 
affect the results presented in this report? 

6-6 "The results show a reduction in the variability in concentrations simulated 
within the FFS Study Area for the Deep Dredging, Full Capping, and Focused 
Capping alternatives compared to the variability in the No Action simulation, 
due to a reduction in erosion of contaminated sediment from within the FFS 
Study Area (Note that the results are plotted on a log scale, so that while the 
Deep Dredging and Full Capping lines appear more variable visually ... )." 

Maybe it would be helpful to plot the results shown in Figure 6-3 on arithmetic 
scale too, in order for this to be apparent? 

6-7 "The effect of cycling the 15-year hydrograph is evident in the results 
and throughout the system, although to a lesser extent in the eastern shoals of 
6-9 Newark Bay. The effect of the April2007 and March 2010 high flows (both 

over 15,000 cfs at Little Falls) is evident as they are repeated in years 2024 and 
2027, 2039 and 2042, as the 15-year hydrograph is cycled." 

Top I Scm Averuge Cone. of2,J,7,11-TCDD (l>lo:dn) (ug/kg) (DIOXIN I) 
lOr-~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 

T 

..... 

"The temporal variations in reach average concentrations, shown on Figures 6-
3 through 6-7 are in response to erosion and deposition of contaminated and 
new cleaner solids." 

So, to be clear: TCDD concentrations rise following major floods because 
erosion reexposes high sediment concentrations, which are then slowly buried 
by cleaner sediment? 
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6-8 "In 2059, simulated concentrations have declined to 0.35 ug/Kg for No Action, 
0.18 ug/Kg for Focused Capping, 0.012 ug/Kg for Full Capping and to 0.09 
ug/Kg for the Deep Dredging. Comparing the Deep Dredging and Full Capping 
results at the end of the simulation, the relationship between the channel and 
shoals is reversed." 

Comment: Sediment PRG is 0.0071 ng/g (ug/Kg). Since the model forecasts 
end before reaching the PRG, PVSC must extrapolate the prediction curves by 
eye. Looks like full capping and deep dredging predictions essentially 
" recycle" the same concentration trajectories from 2025-2039 and 2040-2054; 
are the same trajectories expected from 2055-2069? When do the 
concentrations get down to 0.0071 ug/Kg? How is this prediction impacted by 
the timing of large events, or by the uncertainty of model predictions? 

6-15 "The median relative error uncertainty values computed in section 4.5 were 
and applied to the FFS study Area reach average top-15 em (-6 in) sediment 
6-16 concentrations for the four modeled alternatives. These results are presented in 

Figures 6-47 through 6-49 for 2,3,7,8-TCDD, tetrachlorobiphenyl, and mercury 
respectively. The solid lines are the same area weighted full reach averages 
presented in section 6.3 on the top panels of Figures 6-3,6-15, and 6-27. The 
dashed lines represent the uncertainty bounds based on the median relative 
error analysis. 

The 2,3,7,8-TCDD area weighted average concentrations for the Focused 
Capping alternative are lower than the No Action results for the entire period 
after completion of the remedy (Figure 6-47); however, the lower uncertainty 
bound for No Action overlaps the upper uncertainty bound for the Focused 
Capping. In the case of the Full Capping and Deep Dredging results the area 
weighed averages and uncertainty bounds overlap each other for the period 
after completion of the Deep Dredging remedy, and these results only overlap 
the results for the No Action and Focused Capping alternatives for limited 
periods oftime." 
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EPA places much emphasis on whether uncertainty bounds overlap for the 
remedial alternative predictions. It bears repeating that uncertainty bounds, 
which are based upon mean relative errors, are in fact conservative or "lower 
bound" estimates. In reality, wouldn't the uncertainty bounds tend to grow 
larger over time in the simulations, due to propagation of errors in things like 
the trend in surface sediment concentrations? 

Appendix Bill: Lower Passaic River Contaminant Fate and Transport Model, 
Attachment G: Revisions to CARP Loads 
page comment 
2807 Reevaluation of External Contaminant Loadings 

CSOs 
CARP reported measured CSO effluent contaminant concentration data for 
both dissolved and particulate contaminant phases simultaneously. CSO 
loading contaminant concentrations in the CARP models were specified as 
median total contaminant (i.e., dissolved phase plus particulate phase) based 
on the CARP data for both phases. As part of the Lower Passaic River 
Remedial Investigation and Feasability Study (Rl/FS) and supporting the 
development of the Lower Passaic River Conceptual Site Model (CSM), 
particulate phase contaminant concentration data were collected for CSO 
effluents. While these two data sets are not directly comparable (i.e., both 
phases vs. particulate phase only), examining them together provides an 
understanding of the reasonableness of each of the data sets. The two data sets 
agree reasonably well and the median concentrations developed as CARP 
model inputs for both phases, fall within the range of, but above the fiftieth 
percentile, as expected, of log probability distributions of the RI/FS CSM data 
for particulate phase only. Accordingly, no adjustments were made to CSO 
inputs for CARP model application in support of the FFS. Appendix 2 shows 
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the comparisons between the CARP model inputs for dissolved plus 
particulate phases and the RifFS CSM data for particulate phase only. 

EPA's decision to not adjust CSO input loadings to reflect the Malcom Pirnie 
data collected for CSM development was apparently made because CSO and 
SWO discharges constitute only minimal loads of contaminants to the surface 
sediments of the Lower Passaic River, and thus the adjustment would have no 
discernible impact on the predictions of the contaminant fate and transport 
model. This is discussed further in Appendix A, Data Evaluation Report No. 2. 
While understandable from the perspective of engineering expedience, PVSC 
cannot agree with this decision because the data collected by Malcolm Pirnie 
to develop the CSM is far more representative of CSO/SWO discharges to the 
Passaic River. This issue is addressed in another comment (see: Appendix A 
(Data Evaluation Reports), Data Evaluation Report No.2: Boundary 
Conditions, pages 6-9 and 6-1 0). 

54 



Appendix A (Data Evaluation Reports), Data Evaluation Report No. 2: Boundary 
Conditions 
pa1{e comment 
6-9 The 2001 to 2004 CARP CSO/SWO data were visually compared to the 2007 
and 6- to 2008 USEPA/Malcolm Pirnie, Inc. CSO/SWO data using box-and-whisker 
10 plots for the different contaminants to assess the similarity of the results from 

the two programs (refer to Figures 6-6 and 6-7). In CSO samples, for all 
contaminants except Total PCB, the mean concentrations reported in the 2007 
to 2008 USEPA/Malcolm Pirnie, Inc. samples were lower than the 
corresponding concentration reported in the CARP program (Figure 6-5). 
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Appendix A (Data Evaluation Reports), Data Evaluation Report No.2: Boundary 
Conditions 

a e comment 
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It is obvious from visual inspection of the box-and-whisker plots that lower 
concentrations of almost all toxic chemicals (PCBs being the sole exception) 
were measured in CSO samples collected for CSM development by 
USEPA/Malcolm Pirnie, Inc. in 2007 to 2008, compared to CSO samples 
collected for CARP in 2001 to 2004, which included rimarily data from 
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Appendix A (Data Evaluation Reports), Data Evaluation Report No.2: Boundary 
Conditions 
page comment 

CSOs discharging to other portions of the Harbor; 75 percent of the CARP 
CSO samples were collected from CSOs discharging to Newark Bay and the 
Hackensack River. 

A statistical test [Tukey-Kramer Honestly Significant Difference (HSD)] was 
then performed on the two CSO/SWO datasets to determine if the mean 
concentrations were significantly different. (Results ofthe Tukey-Kramer 
HSD test are provided in Attachment A of Data Evaluation Report No. 4). 
Based on this statistical test, the mean contaminant concentrations reported in 
the 2007 to 2008 USEP A/Malcolm Pirnie, Inc. and CARP datasets are not 
significantly different at the 95th percentile, except for chlordane and the 
metals. However, for 2,3,7,8-TCDD and PAH compounds in CSO samples, 
the mean concentrations are significantly different at the 90th percentile. 

The statistical test confirmed that 2,3,7,8-TCDO and PAH compounds in CSO 
samples were significantly different (lower) in the 2007 to 2008 
USEP A/Malcolm Pirnie, Inc. dataset. 

The results show that for the SWO results, the USEP A/Malcolm Pimie, Inc. 
and the CARP data are in reasonably good agreement, especially considering 
the uncertainties introduced by the conversion of the CARP data to a 
concentration per unit mass of suspended solids. The CSO data do not show 
the same level of agreement between the two programs. For nearly all 
contaminants, the CARP data are notably and sometimes statistically 
significantly higher. 

EPA admits that CSO contaminant concentrations are higher in the CARP data 
than in data collected in 2007-08 to support the RI/FS and the CSM for this 
project. It is PVSC's recommendation that CSO contaminant loadings be 
recalculated using the 2007-08 data to be most representative, because CSO 
contaminant loadings calculated from CARP contaminant concentrations 
(which included data collected mostly from CSOs in locations other than the 
Passaic River) appear to be biased high. 

This may reflect differences in media (whole water versus suspended solids) 
being measured or analytical differences, such as in the determination ofTSS. 
The comparison is particularly sensitive to this parameter, since all 
concentrations are divided by it. Alternatively, the difference may reflect the 
inclusion of non-Passaic River CSO discharges, which may have different 
contaminant burdens relative to the Lower Passaic River. Only one of the four 
CSOs sampled under CARP actually discharges to the Lower Passaic River. 

This analysis by USEP A indicates that the contaminant concentrations in CSO 
samples from the 2007-08 USEPA/Malcolm Pirnie, Inc. dataset are more 
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Appendix A (Data Evaluation Reports), Data Evaluation Report No. 2: Boundary 
Conditions 
paf{e comment 

representative of inputs to the lower Passaic River than data from the CARP. 
This reinforces our argument that the loading of contaminants from the CSOs 
must be based on the 2007-08 data. 

Nonetheless, the upper-bound concentrations suggested by the CARP data are 
typically only about 2 to 3 times greater than those for the USEPA/Malcolm 
Pirnie, Inc. results. 

Conversely, this same information indicates that CSO contaminant 
concentrations (and therefore loadings) based on the CARP data are 2 to 3 
times higher than measured in the 2007-08 data. 

In nearly all instances, these concentrations would still not be sufficient to 
exceed the estimated threshold for a potentially significant load originating 
with the CSOs and SWOs of 25 times the concentration of recently-deposited 
Lower Passaic River sediments. While the USEPNMalcolm Pirnie, Inc. 
results are more representative (they represent nearly 3,000 acres of Lower 
Passaic River sewer-shed versus only approximately 800 acres for CARP) and 
were collected more recently, ... 

EPA again indicates the superiority of the 2007-08 USEP NMalcolm Pirnie, 
Inc. dataset on the basis of both spatial and temporal representativeness . 

.. . the conclusions regarding the importance ofCSO and SWO discharges 
remain the same with either data set. CSO and SWO discharges constitute 
only minimal loads of contaminants to the surface sediments of the Lower 
Passaic River. 

In terms of accuracy of contaminant loadings, this argument is irrelevant. As 
previously commented by PVSC, USEPA's position is based on engineering 
expedience. Based on USEPA's own analysis (as presented above) it is 
technically incorrect. Therefore, PVSC requests USEP A to recalculate CSO 
contaminant loads using the 2007-08 concentration data. 
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Cleaning Up the Lower Passaic River: An Overview ofUSEPA's Proposal for tbe Lower 
Eiebt Miles 
page comment 

2 Long Term Monitoring & Maintenance: 
During construction, monitoring of water, air and wildlife would be 
conducted to evaluate whether the cleanup activities are being managed 
most efficiently to reduce potential releases of contaminants to the 
environment. In instances in which water or air quality standards are 
exceeded, the related construction activity would be evaluated and 
additional protective measures would be implemented. During and after 
construction, enhanced community outreach would be conducted 
regarding New Jersey's fish and crab consumption advisories to improve 
awareness and compliance. After project completion, frequent monitoring 
of fish and sediment would be conducted to determine progress toward 
meeting cleanup goals. 

To this list, PVSC suggests that adding TSS/ ABS monitoring at Dundee 
Dam could significantly improve sediment transport and contaminant 
transport and fate modeling in the future, by reducing errors in the 
specification of upstream (freshwater) boundary conditions. As 
demonstrated by the sediment transport solids tracer simulations, supply 
of solids mainly from this boundary plays an important role in 
determining burial rates in the LPR. Is this correct? 

59 



We appreciate the opportunity to provide comments on this important project and look 
forward to USEPA's responses. PVSC also remains ready to meet with USEPA at its 
convenience to further discuss any issues raised herein or in additional comments. 

Sincerely, 

PASSAIC VALLEY SEWERAGE COMMISSION 

ridget M. McKenna 
Chief Operating Officer 

c: Kenneth J. Lucian in, Commissioner 
Thomas J. Tucci, Commissioner 
Michael DeFrancisci, Executive Director, PVSC 
Gregory A. Tramontozzi, Esq. , General Counsel, PVSC 
Michael D. Witt, Esq., Special Counsel , PVSC 
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Yeh, Alice

From: McKenna, Bridget <BMcKenna@pvsc.nj.gov>

Sent: Wednesday, August 20, 2014 3:02 PM

To: Region2 PassaicLower8MileComments

Cc: Yeh, Alice; DeFrancisci, Michael; Tramontozzi, Gregory; mwitt@chasanlaw.com

Subject: PVSC's Comments on the Passaic River Lower 8 Mile RI/FFs

Attachments: 08-20-2014 PVSC Comments on Lower 8 Passaic River RI FFS.pdf

Hi Alice,  

Attached please find PVSC’s Comments on the USEPA’s RI/FFS Study for the Lower Eight Miles of the Passaic River.  The 

original is being placed in the mail this afternoon. 

Thanks,  

Bridget 

 

 

Bridget M. McKenna 

Chief Operating Officer 

Passaic Valley Sewerage Commission 

600 Wilson Avenue 

Newark, New Jersey 07105 

Phone:  (973) 817-5976 

Fax:      (973) 817-5709 

Email:   bmckenna@pvsc.nj.gov 
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Yeh, Alice

From: McNally, John M <MCNALLY.JOHN@cleanharbors.com>

Sent: Thursday, May 22, 2014 4:22 PM

To: Region2 PassaicLower8MileComments

Subject: Question

Attachments: removed.txt

Alice, 

 

I attended the meeting last night and enjoyed your presentation.  Can you tell me what contaminants are in the portion 

of the sediment that require thermal treatment?  I have seen estimates of 7-10% of the sediment will require 

incineration?  What is driving this to require incineration? 

 

Any insight will help. 

 

Thank you. 

 

Safety Starts with Me: Live It 3-6-5 
____________________________________ 

John McNally 

Project Services Business Development Manager  

Clean Harbors Environmental Services  

41 Tompkins Point Road  

Newark, NJ 07114   

Mobile: 201.538.0109  

Fax: 973.643.6050  

Email: mcnally.john@cleanharbors.com  

Web: www.cleanharbors.com 
The linked image cannot be displayed.  The file may have been moved, renamed, or deleted. Verify that  
the link points to the correct file and location.

 
________________________________ 
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Yeh, Alice

From: Robert McPherson <dprblue@gmail.com>

Sent: Monday, August 11, 2014 2:04 PM

To: Region2 PassaicLower8MileComments

Subject: Comment on the Lower Passaic River Restoration

I am greatly concerned the restoration proposed for the Lower Passaic River will not allow full use of the 

river.  This river was the key to the industrial and economic life of the area.  The area is blighted and needs the 

boost a fully restored river can provide.  As an environmental justice issue the poor and minority populations 

demand and deserve a full bank to bank dredging.  Please do the right thing and decide in a full bank to bank 

restoration. 

Thank you for your concern. 

Bob McPherson 
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Yeh, Alice

From: Sandra Meola <sandra@nynjbaykeeper.org>

Sent: Monday, July 28, 2014 4:48 PM

To: Region2 PassaicLower8MileComments

Cc: Molly Greenberg; Ana Baptista; debbie@nynjbaykeeper.org

Attachments: Passaic River Sign on Letter as of 7.28.14.pdf

Good afternoon, 

  

Please find the attached letter signed by 40 organizations in support of the EPA’s proposed cleanup plan for the lower 

Passaic River. We are eager to see an effective cleanup that will reclaim the River for our communities.  

  

Thank you, 

  

Sandra Meola 
Communications and Outreach Associate 
NY/NJ Baykeeper 
52 West Front Street 
Keyport, NJ  07735 
732-888-9870 ext. 7 
201-336-4647 cell 
732-888-9873 Fax 
www.nynjbaykeeper.org 

  
Follow us at: 

 
  
  



American Friends Service Committee ● American Littoral Society ● Clean Ocean Action ● 

Clean Water Action ● Coalition for Healthy Ports ● Cornucopia Network of New Jersey ●  

Environment New Jersey ● Food and Water Watch ● Friends of Riverbank Park ● Greater 

Newark Conservancy ● Great Swamp Watershed Association ● Greenfaith ● Hackensack 

Riverkeeper ● Housing and Community Development Network of NJ ● Hudson Riverkeeper ● 

Ironbound Community Corporation ● Ironbound Super Neighborhood Council ● La Casa de 

Don Pedro ● Metropolitan Waterfront Alliance ● National Lawyers Guild of Rutgers School of 

Law Newark ● National Resources Defense Council ●Newark HUD Tenants Coalition ● New 

Community Corporation ● New Jersey Community Capital ● New Jersey Communities United ● 

New Jersey Highlands Coalition ● New Jersey Work Environmental Council ● New Jersey 

Working Families Alliance ● New Labor ● NJ Environmental Justice Alliance ● New York City 

Environmental Justice Alliance ● NY/NJ Baykeeper ● SEIU 32BJ ● Sierra Club NJ Chapter ● 

Sisters of Charity ● SPARK ● Teamsters Local 469 ● The Trust for Public Land ● Unified 

Vailsburg Services Organization ● Urban League of Essex County 

July 28, 2014  

Dear EPA Administrator McCarthy: 

Please accept this letter from the signed organizations supporting the 
Environmental Protection Agency’s proposed cleanup plan for the lower Passaic 
River. 

In an effort to remediate the highly toxic Passaic River, on April 11th, the EPA 
released its Focused Feasibility Study and proposed cleanup plan for the lower 
eight miles of the River.   

The EPA’s preferred cleanup method consists of bank-to-bank dredging of 4.3 
million cubic yards of the lower 8.3 miles of the River, with a two-foot cap and off-
site disposal of contaminated sediment. This cleanup and disposal method will 
be beneficial with respect to long term effectiveness, will reduce toxicity, 
ecological impacts, and risk to human health.  We believe this plan will result in a 
clean and healthy river. 

This bank-to-bank cleanup will deliver environmental and economic benefits to 
the communities surrounding the River for generations to come. 

We are eager to be a part of the solution that reclaims the Passaic River for our 
region.  Together, we support EPA’s proposed cleanup plan and call on the 
polluters to pay for a full clean up that OUR communities deserve and demand! 

Thank you. 
 
Sincerely, 
 



American Friends Service Committee, Amy Gottlieb  
American Littoral Society, Tim Dillingham 
Clean Ocean Action, Cindy Zipf, Executive Director 
Clean Water Action NJ, David Pringle, Campaign Director 
Coalition for Healthy Ports, Amy Goldsmith 
Cornucopia Network of New Jersey, Fredrick Chichester 
Environment New Jersey, Doug O'Malley 
Food and Water Watch, Jim Walsh 
Friends of Riverfront Park, Nancy Zak 
Greater Newark Conservatory, Robin Dougherty  
Great Swamp Watershed Association, Sally Rubin 
Greenfaith, Rev. Fletcher Harper 
Hackensack Riverkeeper, Bill Sheehan 
Housing and Community Development Network of NJ, Staci Berger, President 
Hudson Riverkeeper Paul Gallay, President 
Ironbound Community Corporation, Joseph Della Fave 
Ironbound Super Neighborhood Council, Lenny Thomas 
La Casa de Don Pedro, Ray Ocasio 
Metropolitan Waterfront Alliance, Roland Lewis, President and CEO  
National Lawyers Guild of Rutgers School of Law Newark, Victor Monterrosa 
National Resources Defense Council, Lawrence Levine, Senior Attorney 
Newark HUD Tenants Coalition, Bill Good  
New Community Corporation, Richard Rohrman  
New Jersey Community Capital, Wayne Meyer 
New Jersey Communities United, Trina Scordo 
New Jersey Environmental Justice Alliance, Dr. Nicky Sheats  
New Jersey Highlands Coalition, Julia Somers 
New Jersey Work Environmental Council, Rick Engler 
New Jersey Working Families Alliance, Analilia Mejia 
New Labor, Marien Casillas Pabellion 
New York City Environmental Justice Alliance, Eddie Bautista 
NY/NJ Baykeeper, Debbie Mans, Executive Director 
SEIU 32BJ 
Sierra Club NJ Chapter, Jeff Tittel, Chapter Director, Dave Yennior, Barbara  
Conovor  
The Sisters of Charity  
SPARK, Nancy Zak 
Teamsters Local 469, Christina Montorio 
The Trust for Public Land, Marc Matsil, New York State Director and Anthony 
Cucchi, State Director NJ and PA 
Unified Vailsburg Services Organization, Mike Farley 
Urban League of Essex County, Vivian Cox Fraser 
 



el 7 mayo de 2014 
. . esta carta ftrmada por las organizaciones y residentes que apoyan el plan , 

~:~~:n~:.;~:;a Agenci; de Protecci6n Ambiental (EPA) para Ia limpieza ddel s~g~~nto ~as 
bajo del Rio Passiac. Ell! de abril, como parte de susesfUerzos p~a reme tare toxtco 

0 

Passaic, Ia EPA IanzO su £studio Enfocado sobre Ia V tabthdad, ast como su propuesta para Ia 

limpieza de los 13 kil6metros mas bajos del rio. 

Para la EPA, el metoda preferido para la limpieza consiste en dragar de una orilla a la otra, una 
distancia de 3.9 millones de metros cubicos en los 13.4 kil6metros mas bajos del rio, y tapar el 
fonda con una capa de 0.61 metros de profundidad. Los sedimentos contaminados seran 
transportados a un sitio lejos de la comunidad. La limpieza y el metoda de desechar de los 
sedimentos t6xicos senin beneticos con respecto ala eficaz de largo plaza. Reduciran el nivel de 
toxicidad y los impactos ecol6gicos y el riesgo ala salud humana. Creemos que este plan 

resultani en un rio sana. 

U~a limpieza de orilla a orilla traeni beneficios arnbientales y econ6micos a las comunidades 
ub1cadas cerca al rio para las generaciones venideras. 

Estarnos anciosos por ser parte de la soluci6n para recuperar el Rio Passaic para nuestra region. 
Juntos, apoy~os la propuesta de la EPA para la limpieza y hacemos un llarnamiento para que 
los que contarnmaro~ el rio paguen para una lirnpieza completa, consecuente con lo que 
NUESTRAS comunidades merecen y exigen! 

Gracias. 

Atentarnente, 



May 7, 2014 

Please accept this letter from the signed organizations and residents supporting the 
Environmental Protection Agency's proposed cleanup plan for the lower Passaic River. 
In an effort to remediate the highly toxic Passaic River, on April 11th, the EPA released its 
Focused Feasibility Study and proposed cleanup plan for the lower eight miles of the River. 

The EPA's preferred cleanup method consists of bank-to-bank dredging of 4.3 million cubic 
yards of the lower 8.3 miles of1the River, with a two-foot cap and off-site disposal of 1 

contaminated sediment. This cleanup and disposal method will be beneficial with respect to long 
term effectiveness, will reduce toxicity, ecological impacts, and risk to human health. We 
believe this plan will result in a clean and healthy river. 

This bank-to-bank cleanup will deliver environmental and economic benefits to the communities 
surrounding the River for generations to come. 

- .. - - - ... -

We are eager to be a part of the solution that reclaims the Passaic River for our region.- Together, 
we support EPA's proposed cleanup plan and call on the polluters to pay for a full clean up that 
OUR communities deserve and demand! 

Thank you. 

Sincerely, 

,hOJ\SfY() C!:J Chcro-flr:D_ 
(,.,L,h--n1 s/luo...... 



May 7, 2014 

Please accept this letter from the signed organizations and residents supporting the 
Environmental Protection Agency's proposed cleanup plan for the lower Passaic River. 
In an effort to remediate the highly toxic Passaic River, on Aprilllth, the EPA released its 
Focused Feasibility Study and proposed cleanup plan for the lower eight miles of the River. 

The EPA's preferred cleanup method consists of bank-to-bank dredging of 4.3 million cubic 
yards of the lower 8.3 miles of1the River, with a two-foot cap and off-site disposal of 1 

contaminated sediment. This cleanup and disposal method will be beneficial with respect to long 
term effectiveness, will reduce toxicity, ecological impacts, and risk to human health. We 
believe this plan will result in a clean and healthy river. 

This bank-to-bank cleanup will deliver environmental and economic benefits to the communities 
surrounding the River for generations to come. 

We are eager to be a part of the solution that reclaims the Passaic River for our region. Together, 
we support EPA's proposed cleanup plan and call on the polluters to pay for a full clean up that 
OUR communities deserve and demand! 

Thank you. 

Sincerely, 

,130\A\Aic _:_s- · P~\ 
s; lu; A /:lc?£oc/ . 

c)/ .AvJzol 



el 7 mayo de 2014 

Favor de recibir esta carta, firmada por las organizaciones y residentes que apoyan el plan 
presentada por la Agencia de Protecci6n Ambiental (EPA) para la limpieza del segmento mas 
bajo del Rio Passiac. Elll de abril, como parte de sus esfuerzos para remediar el t6xico Rio 
Passaic, la EPA lanz6 su Estudio Enfocado sabre la Viabilidad, asi como su propuesta para la 
limpieza de los 13 kil6metros mas bajos del rio. 

1 
Para la EPA, el metoda preferido para la limpieza· condiste en dragar de una orilla a la otra, una 
distancia de 3.9 millones de metros cubicos en los 13.4 kil6metros mas bajos del rio, y tapar el 
fondo con una capa de 0.61 metros de profundidad. Los sedimentos contarninados seran 
transportados a un sitio lejos de la comunidad. La limpieza y el metoda de desechar de los 
sedimentos t6xicos seran beneficos con respecto a la eficaz de largo plazo. Reduciran el nivel de 
toxicidad y los impactos ecol6gicos y el riesgo a la salud humana. Creemos que este plan 
resultara en un rio sano. 

Una limpieza de orilla a orilla traera beneficios arnbientales y econ6micos a las comunidades 
ubicadas cerca al rio para las generaciones venideras. 

Estamos anciosos por ser parte de Ia soluci6n para recuperar el Rio Passaic para nuestra region. 
Juntos, apoyamos la propuesta de la EPA para la limpieza y hacemos un llamamiento para que 
los que contaminaron el rio paguen para una limpieza completa, consecuente con lo que 
NUESTRAS comunidades merecen y exigen! 

Gracias. 

Atentamente, /[} 

:5u_sr1;U A C/fvhe /vC 
(Letra de Molde~ 

~d~R-
<. -

!) 1· v r\o L-\.Y" · fv{ i I ler 
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May 7, 2014 

Please accept this letter from the signed organizations and residents supporting the 
Environmental Protection Agency's proposed cleanup plan for the lower Passaic River. 
In an effort to remediate the highly toxic Passaic River, on April II th , the EPA released its 
Focused Feasibility Study and proposed cleanup plan for the lower eight miles of the River. 

The EPA's preferred cleanup method consists of bank-to-bank dredging of 4.3 million cubic 
yards of the lower 8.3 miles of the River, with a two-foot cap and off-site disposal of 
contaminated sediment. This cleanup and disposal method will be beneficial with respect to long 
term effectiveness, will reduce toxicity, ecological impacts, and risk to human health. We 
believe this plan will result in a clean and healthy river. 

This bank-to-bank cleanup will deliver environmental and economic benefits to the communities 
surrounding the River for generations to come. 

We are eager to be a part of the solution that reclaims the Passaic River for our region. Together, 
we support EPA's proposed cleanup plan and call on the polluters to pay for a full clean up that 
OUR communities deserve and demand! 

Thank you. 

@ rf?/t!S l vf;!RS <to 
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el 7 mayo de 2014 

Favor de recibir esta carta, finnada por las organizaciones y residentes que apoyan el plan 
presentada por la Agencia de Proteccion Ambiental (EPA) para la limpieza del segmento mas 
bajo del Rio Passiac. El 11 de abril , como parte de sus esfuerzos para remediar el toxico Rio 
Passaic, la EPA Ianzo su Estudio Enfocado sobre Ia Viabilidad, asi como su propuesta para la 
limpieza de los 13 kilometros mas bajos del rio. 

Para Ia EPA, elmetodo preferido para Ia limpieza consiste en dragar de una orilla a Ia otra, una 
distancia de 3.9 millones de metros cubicos en los 13.4 kilometros mas bajos del rio, y tapar el 
fondo con una capa de 0.61 metros de profundidad. Los sedimentos contaminados seran 
transportados a un sitio lejos de Ia comunidad. La limpieza y el metodo de desechar de los 
sedimentos toxicos seran beneficos con respecto a la eficaz de largo plazo. Reduciran el nivel de 
toxicidad y los impactos ecologicos y el riesgo a Ia salud humana. Creemos que este plan 
resultara en un rio sano. 

Una limpieza de orilla a orilla traera beneficios ambientales y economicos a las comunidades 
ubicadas cerca al rio para las generaciones venideras . 

Estamos anciosos por ser parte de la solucion para recuperar el Rio Passaic para nuestra region. 
Juntos, apoyamos Ia propuesta de Ia EPA para la limpieza y hacemos un llamamiento para que 
los que contaminaron el rio paguen para una limpieza completa, consecuente con lo que 
NUESTRAS comunidades merecen y exigen! 

Gracias. 

Atentamente, 

rllr t (L~ A .. L~cA o.... . 
(Letra de Molde) (Firma) 
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el 7 mayo de 2014 

Favor de recibir esta carta, firmada por las organizaciones y residentes que apoyan el plan 
presentada por la Agencia de Protecci6n Ambiental (EPA) para la limpieza del segmento mas 
bajo del Rio Passiac. El 11 de abril , como parte de sus esfuerzos para remediar el t6xico Rio 
Passaic, la EPA lanz6 su Estudio Enfocado sobre la Viabilidad, asi como su propuesta para la 
limpieza de los 13 kil6metros mas bajos del rio. 

Para la EPA, el metodo preferido para la limpieza consiste en dragar de una orilla a la otra, una 
distancia de 3.9 millones de metros cubicos en los 13.4 kil6metros mas bajos del rio, y tapar el 
fondo con una capa de 0.61 metros de profundidad. Los sedimentos contaminados seran 
transportados a un sitio lejos de la comunidad. La limpieza y el metodo de desechar de los 
sedimentos t6xicos seran beneficos con respecto a la eficaz de largo plazo. Reduciran el nivel de 
toxicidad y los impactos ecol6gicos y el riesgo a la salud humana. Creemos que este plan 
resultara en un rio sano. 

Una limpieza de orilla a orilla traera beneficios ambientales y econ6micos a las comunidades 
ubicadas cerca al rio para las generaciones venideras. 

Estamos anciosos por ser parte de la soluci6n para recuperar el Rio Passaic para nuestra region. 
Juntos, apoyamos la propuesta de la EPA para la limpieza y hacemos un llamamiento para que 
los que contaminaron el rio paguen para una limpieza completa, consecuente con lo que 
NUESTRAS comunidades merecen y exigen! 

Gracias. 

Atentamente, 

(Letra de Mol de) 

ELAA CAHPD'£ 
(Firma) 

4!tLLf~ 
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pa.ra ~EPA. , el metodo preferido para Ia limpieza consiste en dragar de una orilla a Ia otra, una 
diS -ca~ de 3.9 millones de metros cubicos en los 13.4 kilometres mas bajos del rio, y tapar el 
fo!l-d£Jtmna capa de 0.61 metros de profundidad. Los sedimentos contaminados seran 
traO-s.Pados a un sitio lejos de Ia comunidad. La limpieza y el metodo de desechar de los 
sedi.l'I3t:t>st6xicos seran benefices con respecto a la eficaz de largo plazo. Reduciran el nivel de 
to xi ci ~ y los impactos ecol6gicos y el riesgo a la salud humana. Creemos que este plan 
resl.J.Jtaienun rio sano. 

Una li~eza de orilla a orilla traera beneficios ambientales y economicos a las comunidades 
ubica..d21terca al rio para las generaciones venideras. 

Estar:oosnciosos por ser parte de Ia solucion para recuperar el Rio Passaic para nuestra region. 
JuntoS, a~yamos Ia prop~esta de la EPA par~ Ia l.impieza y hacemos un llamamiento para que 
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May 7, 2014 

Please accept this letter from the signed organizations and residents supporting the 
Environmental Protection Agency's proposed cleanup plan for the lower Passaic River. 
In an effort to remediate the highly toxic Passaic River, on April 11th, the EPA released its 
Focused Feasibility Study and proposed cleanup plan for the lower eight miles of the River. 

The EPA's preferred cleanup method consists of bank-to-bank dredging of 4.3 million cubic 
yards of the lower 8.3 miles oflthe River, with a two-foot cap and off-site disposal of t 

contaminated sediment. This cleanup and disposal method will be beneficial with respect to long 
term effectiveness, will reduce toxicity, ecological impacts, and risk to human health. We 
believe this plan will result in a clean and healthy river. 

This bank-to-bank cleanup will deliver environmental and economic benefits to the communities 
surrounding the River for generations to come. 

We are eager to be a part of the solution that reclaims the Passaic River for our region. Together, 
we support EPA's proposed cleanup plan and call on the polluters to pay for a full clean up that 
OUR communities deserve and demand! 

Thank you. 

)(;do{o,_ f\fcqJJ<p/ 
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May 7, 2014 

Please accept this letter from the signed organizations and residents supporting the 
Environmental Protection Agency's proposed cleanup plan for the lower Passaic River. 
In an effort to remediate the highly toxic Passaic River, on April II th' the EPA released its 
Focused Feasibility Study and proposed cleanup plan for the lower eight miles of the River. 

The EPA's preferred cleanup method consists of bank-to-bank dredging of 4.3 million cubic 
yards of the lower 8.3 miles of the River, with a two-foot cap and off-site disposal of 
contaminated sediment. This cleanup and disposal method will be beneficial with respect to long 
term effectiveness, will reduce toxicity, ecological impacts, and risk to human health. We 
believe this plan will result in a clean and healthy river. 

This bank-to-bank cleanup will deliver environmental and economic benefits to the communities 
· surrounding the River for generations to come. 

We are eager to be a part of the solution that reclaims the Passaic River for our region. Together, 
we support EPA's proposed cleanup plan and call on the polluters to pay for a full clean up that 
OUR communities deserve and demand! 

Thank you. 

S~, ·'1' 
~~~La.____ 



May 7, 2014 

Please accept this letter from the signed organizations and residents supporting the 
Environmental Protection Agency's proposed cleanup plan for the lower Passaic River. 
In an effort to remediate the highly toxic Passaic River, on April 11th' the EPA released its 
Focused Feasibility Study and proposed cleanup plan for the lower eight miles of the River. 

The EPA's preferred cleanup method consists ofbank-to-bank dredging of 4.3 million cubic 
yards of the lower 8.3 miles of the River, with a two-foot cap and off-site disposal of 
contaminated sediment. This cleanup and disposal method will be beneficial with respect to long 
term effectiveness, will reduce toxicity, ecological impacts, and risk to human health. We 
believe this plan will result in a clean and healthy river. 

This bank-to~bank cleanup will deliver environmental and economic. benefits to the communities 
surrounding the River for generations to come. 

We are eager to be a part of the solution that reclaims the Passaic River for our region. Together, 
we support EPA's proposed cleanup plan and call on the polluters to pay for a full clean up that 
OUR communities deserve and demand! 

Thank you . 

Sincerely, 

. ~-



May 7, 2014 

Please accept this letter from the signed organizations and residents supporting the 
Environmental Protection Agency's proposed cleanup plan for the lower Passaic River . 

. In an effort to remediate the highly toxic Passaic River, on April 11th' the EPA released its 
Focused Feasibility Study and proposed cleanup plan for the lower eight miles of the River. 

The EPA's preferred cleanup method consists ofbank-to-bank: dredging of 4.3 million cubic 
yards of the lower 8.3 miles of the River, with a two-foot cap and off-site disposal of 
contaminated sediment This cleanup and disposal method will be beneficial with respect to long 
term effectiveness, will reduce toxicity, ecological impacts, and risk to human health. We 
believe this plan will result in a clean and healthy river. 

This bank:-to,..bank: cleanup will deliver environmental and economic benefits to the communities 
surrounding the River for generations to come. 

We are eager to be a part of the solution that reclaims the Passaic River for our region. Together, 
we support EPA's proposed cleanup plan and call on the polluters to pay for a full clean up that 
OUR communities deserve and demand! 

Thank you. 

Sincerely, 



May 7,2014 

Please accept this letter from the signed organizations and residents supporting the 
Environmental Protection Agency's proposed cleanup plan for the lower Passaic River. 
In an effort to remediate the highly toxic Passaic River, on April lith, the EPA released its 
Focused Feasibility Study and proposed cleanup plan for the lower eight miles of the River. 

The EPA' s preferred cleanup method consists ofbank-to-bank dredging of 4.3 million cubic 
yards of the lower 8.3 miles of the River, with a two-foot cap and off-site disposal of 
contaminated sediment. This cleanup and disposal method will be beneficial with respect to long 
term effectiveness, will reduce toxicity, ecological impacts, and risk to human health. We 
believe this plan will result in a clean and healthy river. 

This bank-to-bank cleanup will deliver environmental and economic benefits to the communities 
surrounding the River for generations to come. 

We are eager to be a part of the solution that reclaims the Passaic River for our region. Together, 
we support EPA • s proposed cleanup plan and call on the polluters to pay for a full clean up that 
OUR communities deserve and demand! 

Thank you. 

Sincerely, 
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May 7,2014 

Please accept this letter from the signed organizations and residents supporting the 
Environmental ,Protection Agency's proposed cleanup plan for the lower Passaic River. 
In an effort to remediate the highly toxic Passaic River, on April 11th' the EPA released its 
Focused Feasibility Study and proposed cleanup plan forth~ lower eight miles of the River. 

The EPA's preferred cleanup method consists ofbank-to-bank: dredging of 4.3 million cubic 
yards of the lower 8.3 miles of the River, with a two-foot cap and off-site disposal of 
contaminated sediment This cleanup and disposal method will be beneficial with respect to long 
term effectiveness, will reduce toxicity, ecological impacts, and risk to human health. We 
believe this plan will result in a clean and healthy river. 

This bank-to~bank cleanup will deliver environmental and economic. beneti~ to the communities 
surrounding the River for generations to come. 

We are eager to be a part of the solution that reclaims the Passaic River for our region. Together, 
we support EPA's proposed cleanup plan and call on the polluters to pay for a full clean up that 
OUR communities deserve and demand! 

Thank: you. 

Sincerely, 

8tiC!OOU. \Jce.NJ 
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May 7,2014 

Please accept this letter from the signed organizations and residents supporting the 
Environmental Protection Agency's proposed cleanup plan for the lower Passaic River. 
In an effort to remediate the highly toxic Passaic River, on April 11th' the EPA released its 
Focused Feasibility Study and proposed cleanup plan for the lower eight miles of the River. 

The EPA's preferred cleanup method consists ofbank-to-bank dredging of 4.3 million cubic 
yards of the lower 8.3 miles of the River, with a two-foot cap and off-site disposal of 
contaminated sediment. This cleanup and disposal method will be beneficial with respect to long 
term effectiveness, will reduce toxicity, ecological impacts, and risk to human health. We 
believe this plan will result in a clean and healthy river. 

This bank-to~bank cleanup will deliver environmental and economic. benefit& to the COII1Inunities 
surrounding the River for generations to come. 

We are eager to be a part of the solution that reclaims the Passaic River for our region. Together, 
we support EPA's proposed cleanup plan and call on the polluters to pay for a full clean up that 
OUR communities deserve and demand! 

Thank you. 

Sincerely, 
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May7,2014 

Please accept this letter from the signed organizations and residents supporting the 
Environmental J>rotection Agency's proposed cleanup plan for the lower Passaic River. 
In an effort to remediate the highly toxic Passaic River, on April 11th' the EPA released its 
Focused Feasibility Study and proposed cleanup plan for the lower eight miles· of the River. 

The EPA's preferred cleanup method consists ofbank-to-bank: dredging of 4.3 million cubic 
yards of the lower 8.3 miles of the River, with a two-foot cap and off-site disposal of 
contaminated sediment. This cleanup and disposal method will be beneficial with respect to long 
term effectiveness, will reduce toxicity, ecological impacts, and risk to human health. We 
believe this plan will result in a clean and healthy river. 

This bank-to,.bank cleanup will deliver environmental and economic b~nefi~ to the COJillnunities 
surrounding the River for generations to come. 

We are eager to be a part of the solution that reclaims the Passaic River for our region. Together, 
we support EPA's proposed cleanup plan and call on the polluters to pay for a full clean up that 
OUR communities deserve and demand! 

Thank you. 
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May 7,2014 

Please accept this letter from the signed organizations and residents supporting the 
Environmental rrotection Agency's proposed cleanup plan for the lower Passaic River. 
In an effort to remediate the highly toxic Passaic River, on Aprilll th' the EPA released its 
Focused Feasibility Study and proposed cleanup plan for the lower eight miles' of the River. 

The EPA's preferred cleanup method consists ofbank-to-bank dredging of 4.3 million cubic 
yards of the lower 8.3 miles of the River, with a two-foot cap and off-site disposal of 
contaminated sediment This cleanup and disposal method will be beneficial with respect to long 
term effectiveness, will reduce toxicity, ecological impacts, and risk to human health. We 
believe this plan will result in a clean and healthy river. 

This bank-to,..bank cleanup will deliver environmental and economic b~oefits to the COllliil,unities 
surrounding the River for generations to come. 

We are eager to be a part of the solution that reclaims the Passaic River for our region. Together, 
we support EPA's proposed cleanup plan and call on the polluters to pay for a full clean up that 
OUR communities deserve and demand! 

Thank you. 

Sincerely, 



May7,2014 

Please accept this letter from the signed organizations and residents supporting the 
Environmental Protection Agency's proposed cleanup plan for the lower Passaic River. 
In an effort to remediate the highly toxic Passaic River, on Aprilll lh, the EPA released its 
Focused Feasibility Study and proposed cleanup plan for the lower eight miles· of the River. 

The EPA's preferred cleanup method consists ofbank-to-bank ruedging of 4.3 million cubic 
yards of the lower 8.3 miles of the River, with a two-foot cap and off-site disposal of 
contaminated sediment. This cleanup and disposal method will be beneficial with respect to long 
term effectiveness, will reduce toxicity, ecological impacts, and risk to human health. We 
believe this plan will result in a clean and healthy river. 

This bank-to~bank cleanup will deliver environmental and economic b~I).efit& to the communities 
surrounding the River for generations to come. 

We are eager to be a part of the solution that reclaims the Passaic River for our region. Together, 
we support EPA's proposed cleanup plan and call on the polluters to pay for a full clean up that 
OUR communities deserve and demand! 

Thank you. 



May 7,2014 

Please accept this letter from the signed organizations and residents supporting the 
Environmental Protection Agency's proposed cleanup plan for the lower Passaic River. 
In an effort to remediate the highly toxic Passaic River, on Aprilll th' the EPA released its 
Focused Feasibility Study and proposed cleanup plan for the lower eight miles' of the River. 

The EPA's preferred cleanup method consists ofbank-to-bank dredging of 4.3 million cubic 
yards of the lower 8.3 miles of the River, with a two-foot cap and off-site disposal of 
contaminated sediment This cleanup and disposal method will be beneficial with respect to long 
term effectiveness, will reduce toxicity, ecological impacts, and risk to human health. We 
believe this plan will result in a clean and healthy river. 

This bank-to~bank cleanup will deliver environmental and economic. benefi~ to the coiDIJJ,unities 
surrounding the River for generations to come. 

We are eager to be a part of the solution that reclaims the Passaic River for our region. Together, 
we support EPA's proposed cleanup plan and call on the polluters to pay for a full clean up that 
OUR communities deserve and demand! 

Thank you. 



May 7,2014 

Please accept this letter from the signed organizations and residents supporting the 
Environmental Protection Agency's proposed cleanup plan for the lower Passaic River. 
In an effort to remediate the highly toxic Passaic River, on Aprilllth, the EPA released its 
Focused Feasibility Study and proposed cleanup plan for the lower eight miles of the River. 

The EPA's preferred cleanup method consists ofbank-to-bank: dredging of 4.3 million cubic 
yards of the lower 8.3 miles of the River, with a two-foot cap and off-site disposal of 
contaminated sediment This cleanup and disposal method will be beneficial with respect to long 
term effectiveness, will reduce toxicity, ecological impacts, and risk to human health. We 
believe this plan will result in a clean and healthy river. 

This bank:-to~bank: cleanup will deliver environmental and economic. benefits to the communities 
surrounding the River for generations to come. 

We are eager to be a part of the solution that reclaims the Passaic River for our region. Together, 
we support EPA's proposed cleanup plan and call on the polluters to pay for a full clean up that 
OUR communities deserve and demand! 

Thank: you. 
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May 7,2014 

Please accept this letter from the signed organizations and residents supporting the 
Environmental Protection Agency's proposed cleanup plan for the lower Passaic River. 

. In an effort to remediate the highly toxic Passaic River, on April II th' the EPA released its 
Focused Feasibility Study and proposed cleanup plan for th~ lower eight miles' of the River. 

The EPA's preferred cleanup method consists ofbank:-to-bank dredging of 4.3 million cubic 
yards of the lower 8.3 miles of the River, with a two-foot cap and off-site disposal of 
contaminated sediment. This cleanup and disposal method will be beneficial with respect to long 
term effectiveness, will reduce toxicity, ecological impacts, and risk to human health. We 
believe this plan will result in a clean and healthy river. 

This bank-to~bank cleanup will deliver environmental and economic. be.nefits to the communities 
surrounding the River for generations to come. 

We are eager to be a part of the solution that reclaims the Passaic River for our region. Together, 
we support EPA's proposed cleanup plan and call on the polluters to pay for a full clean up that 
OUR communities deserve and demand! 

Thank you. 

Sincerely, 
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Friends, Supporters and Allies of the Passaic River! 

Half a century has passed since workers were ordered to dump dioxin and other harmful, cancer causing 

contaminants into the Passaic River in Newark, NJ. This began a long history of polluters avoiding responsibility and 

accountability for the murder of the river, and their efforts continue to this day. 

In an effort to remediate the contaminated river, on April 11th, the Environmental Protection Agency released its 

Focused Feasibility Study (FFS) cleanup plan for the lower eight miles of the Passaic River. 

The EPA's preferred cleanup method consists of bank to bank dredging of 4.3 million cubic yards of the lower 8.3 

miles of the River, with a two foot cap. 

With the release of this cleanup plan, it is time we fight off lawyers and lobbyists for the polluters that are hell bent on 

stopping the full clean-up that OUR communities deserve and demand! 

Support the EPA's Focused Feasibility Study (FFS) and proposed COMPLETE bank to bank Passaic River cleanup with off 

site disposal. This cleanup and disposal method will be beneficial in long term effectiveness, will reduce toxicity, 

ecological impacts, and risk to human health. 

We the Citizens Support the EPAs Passaic River Bank to Bank Cleanup Plan with Off-site Disposal 

Return the River to its Citizens!!! 
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Friends, Supporters and Allies of the Passaic River! 

Half a century has passed since workers were ordered to dump dioxin and other harmful, cancer causing 

contaminants into the Passaic River in Newark, NJ. This began a long history of polluters avoiding responsibility and 

accountability for the murder of the river, and their efforts continue to this day. 

In an effort to remediate the contaminated river, on April 11th, the Environmental Protection Agency released its 

Focused Feasibility Study (FFS) cleanup plan for the lower eight miles of the Passaic River. 

The EPA's preferred cleanup method consists of bank to bank dredging of 4.3 million cubic yards of the lower 8.3 
miles of the River, with a two foot cap. 

With the release of this cleanup plan, it is time we fight off lawyers and lobbyists for the polluters that are hell bent on 

stopping the full clean-up that OUR communities deserve and demand! 

Support the EPA's Focused Feasibility Study (FFS) and proposed COMPLETE bank to bank Passaic River cleanup with off 

site disposal. This cleanup and disposal method will be beneficial in long term effectiveness, will reduce toxicity, 

ecological impacts, and risk to human health. 

We the Citizens Support the EPAs Passaic River Bank to Bank Cleanup Plan with Off-site Disposal 

Return the River to its Citizens!! I 



Friends, Supporters and Allies of the Passaic River! 

Half a century has passed since workers were ordered to dump dioxin and other harmful, cancer causing 

contaminants into the Passaic River in Newark, NJ. This began a long history of polluters avoiding responsibility and 

accountability for the murder of the river, and their efforts continue to this day. 

In an effort to remediate the contaminated river, on April 11th, the Environmental Protection Agency released its 

Focused Feasibility Study (FFS) cleanup plan for the lower eight miles of the Passaic River. 

The EPA's preferred cleanup method consists of bank to bank dredging of 4.3 million cubic yards of the lower 8.3 

miles of the River, with a two foot cap. 

With the release of th is cleanup plan, it is time we fight off lawyers and lobbyists for the polluters that are hell bent on 

stopping the full clean-up that OUR communities deserve and demand! 

Support the EPA's Focused Feasibility Study (FFS) and proposed COMPLETE bank to bank Passaic River cleanup with off 

site disposal. This cleanup and disposal method will be beneficial in long term effectiveness, will reduce toxicity, 

ecological impacts, and risk to human health. 

We the Citizens Support the EPAs Passaic River Bank to Bank Cleanup Plan with Off-site Disposal 

Return the River to its Citizens!!! 
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Friends, Supporters and Allies of the Passaic River! 

Half a century has passed since workers were ordered to dump dioxin and other harmful, cancer causing 

contaminants into the Passaic River in Newark, NJ. This began a long history of polluters avoiding responsibility and 

accountability for the murder of the river, and their efforts continue to this day. 

In an effort to remediate the contaminated river, on April 11th, the Environmental Protection Agency released its 

Focused Feasibility Study (FFS) cleanup plan for the lower eight miles of the Passaic River . 

The EPA's preferred cleanup method consists of bank to bank dredging of 4.3 million cubic yards of the lower 8.3 

miles of the River, with a two foot cap. 

With the release of this cleanup plan, it is time we fight off lawyers and lobbyists for the polluters that are hell bent on 

stopping the full clean-up that OUR communities deserve and demand! 

Support the EPA's Focused Feasibility Study (FFS) and proposed COMPLETE bank to bank Passaic River cleanup with off 

site disposal. This cleanup and disposal method will be beneficial in long term effectiveness, will reduce toxicity, 

ecological impacts, and risk to human health. 

We the Citizens Support the EPAs Passaic River Bank to Bank Cleanup Plan with Off-site Disposal 

Return the River to its Citizens!!! 
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Friends, Supporters and Allies of the Passaic River! 

Half a century has passed since workers were ordered to dump dioxin and other harmful, cancer causing 

contaminants into the Passaic River in Newark, NJ. This began a long history of polluters avoiding responsibility and 

accountability for the murder of the river, and their efforts continue to this day. 

In an effort to remediate the contaminated river, on April 11th, the Environmental Protection Agency released its 

Focused Feasibility Study (FFS) cleanup plan for the lower eight miles of the Passaic River. 

The EPA's preferred cleanup method consists of bank to bank dredging of 4.3 million cubic yards of the lower 8.3 

miles of the River, with a two foot cap. 

With the release of this cleanup plan, it is time we fight off lawyers and lobbyists for the polluters that are hell bent on 
stopping the full clean-up that OUR communities deserve and demand! 

Support the EPA's Focused Feasibility Study (FFS) and proposed COMPLETE bank to bank Passaic River cleanup with off 

site disposal. This cleanup and disposal method will be beneficial in long term effectiveness, will reduce toxicity, 

ecological impacts, and risk to human health. 

We the Citizens Support the EPAs Passaic River Bank to Bank Cleanup Plan with Off-site Disposal 

Return the River to its Citizens!!! 

Name Email ----.. Signature 
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Friends, Supporters and Allies of the Passaic River! 

Half a century has passed since workers were ordered to dump dioxin and other harmful, cancer causing 

contaminants into the Passaic River in Newark, NJ. This began a long history of polluters avoiding responsibility and 

accountability for the murder of the river, and their efforts continue to this day. 

In an effort to remediate the contaminated river, on April 11th, the Environmental Protection Agency released its 

Focused Feasibility Study (FFS) cleanup plan for the lower eight miles of the Passaic River. 

The EPA's preferred cleanup method consists of bank to bank dredging of 4.3 million cubic yards of the lower 8.3 

miles of the River, with a two foot cap. 

With the release of this cleanup plan, it is time we fight off lawyers and lobbyists for the polluters that are hell bent on 

stopping the full clean-up that OUR communities deserve and demand! 

Support the EPA's Focused Feasibility Study (FFS) and proposed COMPLETE bank to bank Passaic River cleanup with off 

site disposal. This cleanup and disposal method will be beneficial in long term effectiveness, will reduce toxicity, 

ecological impacts, and risk to human health. 

We the Citizens Support the EPAs Passaic River Bank to Bank Cleanup Plan with Off-site Disposal 

Return the River to its Citizens!!! 



Friends, Supporters and Allies of the Passaic River! 

Half a century has passed since workers were ordered to dump dioxin and other harmful, cancer causing 

contaminants into the Passaic River in Newark, NJ . This began a long history of polluters avoiding responsibility and 

accountability for the murder of the river, and their efforts continue to this day. 

In an effort to remediate the contaminated river, on April 11th, the Environmental Protection Agency released its 

Focused Feasibility Study (FFS) cleanup plan for the lower eight miles of the Passaic River . 

The EPA's preferred cleanup method consists of bank to bank dredging of 4.3 million cubic yards of the lower 8.3 

miles of the River, with a two foot cap. 

With the release of this cleanup plan, it is time we fight off lawyers and lobbyists for the polluters that are hell bent on 
stopping the full clean-up that OUR communities deserve and demand! 

Support the EPA's Focused Feasibility Study (FFS) and proposed COMPLETE bank to bank Passaic River cleanup with off 

site disposal. This cleanup and disposal method will be beneficial in long term effectiveness, will reduce toxicity, 

ecological impacts, and risk to human health. 

We the Citizens Support the EPAs Passaic River Bank to Bank Cleanup Plan with Off-site Disposal 

Return the River to its Citizens!! I 
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Friends, Supporters and Allies of the Passaic River! 

Half a century has passed since workers were ordered to dump dioxin and other harmful, cancer causing 

contaminants into the Passaic River in Newark, NJ. This began a long history of polluters avoiding responsibility and 

accountability for the murder of the river, and their efforts continue to this day. 

In an effort to remediate the contaminated river, on April 11th, the Environmental Protection Agency released its 

Focused Feasibility Study (FFS) cleanup plan for the lower eight miles of the Passaic River. 

The EPA's preferred cleanup method consists of bank to bank dredging of 4.3 million cubic yards of the lower 8.3 
miles of the River, with a two foot cap. 

With the release of th is cleanup plan, it is time we fight off lawyers and lobbyists for the polluters that are hell bent on 

stopping the full clean-up that OUR communities deserve and demand! 

Support the EPA's Focused Feasibility Study (FFS) and proposed COMPLETE bank to bank Passaic River cleanup with off 

site disposal. This cleanup and disposal method will be beneficial in long term effectiveness, will reduce toxicity, 

ecological impacts, and risk to human health. 

We the Citizens Support the EPAs Passaic River Bank to Bank Cleanup Plan with Off-site Disposal 

Return the River to its Citizens!! I 

Name Email Signature 
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Friends, Supporters and Allies of the Passaic River! 

Half a century has passed since workers were ordered to dump dioxin and other harmful, cancer causing 

contaminants into the Passaic River in Newark, NJ . This began a long history of polluters avoiding responsibility and 
accountability for the murder of the river, and their efforts continue to this day. 

In an effort to remediate the contaminated river, on April 11th, the Environmental Protection Agency released its 

Focused Feasibility Study (FFS) cleanup plan for the lower eight miles of the Passaic River. 

The EPA's preferred cleanup method consists of bank to bank dredging of 4.3 million cubic yards of the lower 8.3 

miles of the River, with a two foot cap. 

With the release of this cleanup plan, it is time we fight off lawyers and lobbyists for the polluters that are hell bent on 

stopping the full clean-up that OUR communities deserve and demand! 

Support the EPA's Focused Feasibility Study (FFS) and proposed COMPLETE bank to bank Passaic River cleanup with off 

site disposal. This cleanup and disposal method will be beneficial in long term effectiveness, will reduce toxicity, 

ecological impacts, and risk to human health. 

We the Citizens Support the EPAs Passaic River Bank to Bank Cleanup Plan with Off-site Disposal 

Return the River to its Citizens!!! 

---- --------- --------- - - - --- ------ - - --- ----



Friends, Supporters and Allies of the Passaic River! 

Half a century has passed since workers were ordered to dump dioxin and other harmful, cancer causing 

contaminants into the Passaic River in Newark, NJ. This began a long history of polluters avoiding responsibility and 
accountability for the murder of the river, and their efforts continue to this day. 

In an effort to remediate the contaminated river, on April 11th, the Environmental Protection Agency released its 

Focused Feasibility Study (FFS) cleanup plan for the lower eight miles of the Passaic River. 

The EPA's preferred cleanup method consists of bank to bank dredging of 4.3 million cubic yards of the lower 8.3 

miles of the River, with a two foot cap. 

With the release of this cleanup plan, it is time we fight off lawyers and lobbyists for the polluters that are hell bent on 

stopping the full clean-up that OUR communities deserve and demand! 

Support the EPA's Focused Feasibility Study (FFS) and proposed COMPLETE bank to bank Passaic River cleanup with off 

site disposal. This cleanup and disposal method will be beneficial in long term effectiveness, will reduce toxicity, 

ecological impacts, and risk to human health. 

We the Citizens Support the EPAs Passaic River Bank to Bank Cleanup Plan with Off-site Disposal 

Return the River to its Citizens! II 
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Yeh, Alice

From: Sandra Meola <sandra@nynjbaykeeper.org>

Sent: Thursday, August 14, 2014 4:25 PM

To: Region2 PassaicLower8MileComments

Cc: debbie@nynjbaykeeper.org

Subject: Passaic River Clean Up Comments

Attachments: Signatures Group 2.pdf; Signatures Group 1.pdf; Signatures Group 3.pdf

Good afternoon Alice, 
  
I've attached a total of 345 signatures in support of EPA's preferred cleanup plan for the lower 
Passaic River.  
  
Thank you for your attention to this matter. 
  

  

Sandra Meola 

Communications and Outreach Associate 

NY/NJ Baykeeper 

52 West Front Street 

Keyport, NJ  07735 

732-888-9870 ext. 7 

201-336-4647 cell 

732-888-9873 Fax 

www.nynjbaykeeper.org 

  
Follow us at: 
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Yeh, Alice

From: Casey Moran <cmoran@colgate.edu>

Sent: Thursday, August 14, 2014 8:17 AM

To: Region2 PassaicLower8MileComments

Subject: River clean up

I will keep this short but this is in support of the current plan to clean up the lower 8 miles of the Passaic River.  

The plan put forth by the business group might have some merit and should be possibly considered for the 

northern 9 miles of the lower Passaic, possibly in conjunction with the current clean up.  If it works we will 

have an clean river, and a cheap and effective biological alternate for future projects. 

 

Best, 

Casey 



PUBLIC ACCESS FROM THE WATER 

Abstract: Public access to the water should be expanded to include the public's right of 
access from the water to the land. This will provide benefits to the people on the shore as 
well as the water. 

"Mankind has always looked to the sea with trepidation and awe. 
The sight of open water is mesmerizing and activity on the water be 
it waves or sailing ships, heightens our interest. We leave this view 
with sadness hoping to return again and again. " 

The general tendency of mankind has been to provide public access from the land to the 
water. Even Roman law set aside the waters edge for use by the general public. This 
exists to this day in the form of riparian rights. Great architectural detail of design for 
walkways and public waterfront parks are common. Manhattan is a case in point, with 
ample waterfront walkways and bike paths along the Hudson and East rivers for the 
public. Chicago, Boston and Pittsburgh have extensive walkways on the waterfront. 

What is generally missing from the achievements of public access is access from the 
water to the land. All too often waterfront developers and city planners seem to think 
that waterfront "access" is merely a finely paved pedestrian walkway lined with paving 
blocks and landscaping with a great variety of colorful flowers. Certainly there are also 
many commercial uses of waterfront property such as ferry terminals and very private, 
exclusive and expensive marinas. Public access via commercial ferries is a terrific 
addition to the transportation system. But there is also a need for private vessels to also 
be accommodated. It should be just as convenient to take your boat to a waterfront site as 
it is to drive there in your car. Just imagine the public's reaction if all public travel was 
only allowed by mass transportation. Yet that is the general situation when water travel 
is concerned. 

Public access to and from the water for private vessels of all sizes requires careful city 
to the outlook beyond the water's to the water itself 



Any small boat, sailboat, cabin cruiser, canoe or kayak should have a place to safely land, 
passengers to come ashore. requires many floating docks and 

the to 

Local and area residents, young and old, will certainly enjoy fishing from these docks. 
Therefore the end of the dock should be equipped with suitable features to accommodate 
fishing needs. Benches and tables for the general public's use should also be supplied. 

The economic benefits to the local municipality that has implemented a boater friendly 
waterfront redevelopment plan will be substantial. Boaters from around the metropolitan 
area will now have the necessary facilities to visit the local area and bring a fresh infusion 
of spenders. 

Allowing boaters to come by boat and safely tie up at a municipal marina would provide 
boating visitors with the opportunity to enjoy local entertainment venues such as sporting 
events, theater and area restaurants. 

Many floating docks are needed along the shorelines of our towns and cities so as to be in 
walking distance of city and town public gathering places. 

Floating docks should have several different heights above the water and also an area 
with a sloping surface to the water. The design should accommodate kayaks, canoes, 
small boats and larger vessels. Docks should be ADA compliant and have adequate 
lighting. Security monitoring can be achieved by closed circuit TV. Dock areas with high 
usage could be supplemented with paid uniformed marina attendants. This would be a 
great summer job opportunity for student population. 

The public enjoys parks and water walkways. To gaze out over the water is very 
soothing to the spirit. And having the added benefit of watching recreational boat traffic 
cruise on the waterway increases the interests of onlookers. 

The Walkway on both sides of the Hudson River is examples of non-access from the 
water to the land. There are many locations where floating docks for small boats up to 
even 30 foot could be safely tied up and yet be away from most wave action. This would 

an source revenue areas have restaurants and even a movie. 



UJ4e Jfnasaic i&itttr llinat Qtlub 
Founded 2006 

www.PassaicRiverBoatClub.com 

Bringing Recreational Boating Back to the Passaic River 

July 31, 2014 

Alice Yeh, Remedial Project Manager 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
290 Broadway. 19th Floor 
New York, NY 10007-1866 

RE: Passaic River Superfund Clean-up 

56 Hyde Road 
Bloomfield, NJ 07003 

I have attended meetings of the LPRRP for many years and when they were merged into the CAG I 
became an active participant. My primary interest is in the restoration of power boating to the Passaic 
River which includes the building of public docks and boat ramps. I carry a large jug of fresh water on my 
small boat to wash my hands if I happen to get them wet with Passaic River water and it's not the salt that 
worries me. 

The Superfund discussion has been discussed and debated for too long. It's time for action needed to 
restore this river so that it is safe for boaters of any type over the long range. If you're going to do 
something, it should be done right the first time. Half way measures will result is future costs and loss of 
confidence in the organization making a bad decision. 

Last summer we lost a good friend of the river, Ella Filippone of the Passaic River Coalition. She was a 
strong advocate for meaningful resolution to this issue and not yet another •study" to be placed on a shelf 
with all the other studies or half way measures that just put the problem to future generations. 

The members of the PRBC although desirous of returning boating to the Passaic River as a group do not 
feel qualified to comment on the proposed USEPA plan for Decision 3 and off river disposal. 

The following are my thoughts after careful analysis of the proposals and attendance at the NJIT all day 
event to discuss the issues. as well as meetings with the Participating Parties (PP). 

Implementation of Decision 3 is a half way measure and tong range mistake. Offsite disposal is a 
misuse of the funds provided by the PP's. 

The most economical and best plan for the recovery of the Passaic River and future use is Plan #2 
and the use of CAD in Newark Bay. 

Clean-up 

Plan #2 deep dredging bank to bank will remove almost all the contaminants in the lower 8 miles and set 
the stage for the continuation of this removal for the remainder of the 17 mile tidal river. 



The proposed cap for plan #3 is detrimental to future boating activities on the river. 

Anchoring 

This cap will restrict the anchoring of boats. All boaters are required to take boat handling courses and 
learn that anchoring in a channel is not permitted. Some fishermen however still do this which sometimes 
results in serious accidents. However, anchors are allowed near the shore line and in a swift channel in 
an emergency an anchor will be thrown out to stop a boat from drifting into a more dangerous position. In 
short anchors will be used in the river, cap or no cap. If the design of the cap precludes anchoring then 
the only way to implement this is to seriously restrict boats that carry anchors. Thus, this "improvement' 
to the river actually is a negative one for the boating community. 

Speed 

Most power boats operate very efficiently when up on a plane instead of plowing through the water which 
uses a lot of gas for a slower speed. High speed actually yields a lower wave behind the boat than mid 
speed. Large boats always have high waves behind which increase with speed as they do not get up on 
the plane. If this wave action from boats of various sizes will cause degradation of the cap planned for 
Plan #3 then a slow no wake determination would be designated for the entire lower 8 miles of the river. 
This slow zone would insure that no recreational private power boat would enter the Passaic River for a 
visit to Newark and that existing power boats used for fishing would most probably relocate. 

Improvements 

There are many locations of the river that could have the waterfront developed by the addition of floating 
docks and boat ramps. The Soccer Stadium management is contemplation having a high speed air boat 
travel from Manhattan to the stadium. Minish Park was designed to have a dock facility and a walkway 
over Route 21 to the NJPAC. Additional floating docks could be installed at the Newark Ball Park and 
north of the Jackson Street Bridge to complement the recent orange dock at Riverbank Park. The cap 
installed would preclude these future enhancements to the river and the installation of piles through the 
cap would not be permitted, nor would the cap allowed to be modified to install a new boat ramp. Plan #2 
would not impact future improvement to the riverbank to help bring the public to the water. 

Cap History 

The 20,000 CYDS removed from mile 10.9 were replaced with a cap. The cap consists of a membrane, 
sand and large sharp rocks. The rocks were supposedly covered with sand. However in a short time the 
sand was washed away by the tidal and normal flow of the river exposing the sharp rocks and the 
membrane. This happened despite the expensive and numerous studies of the river flow. The result is a 
ban by the boating community on travel in the area as these rocks could easily destroy very expensive 
craft. Plans to mark the dangerous site and implement repairs were not followed thru and the situation 
persists and no doubt will get worse. 

and a very mud flats at low tide are a common and 
accepted as normal. Having jagged rocks and membranes exposed would be an eyesore and a constant 
reminder that the wrong fix was implemented by the EPA. Plan# 2 does not require a cap. 

CAD 



these type cells have been used without any migration of the material for many years and are indeed 
safe. They are located in shallow areas and thus not subject to intrusion by large ship traffic. Further 
they greatly reduce the impact on the community by eliminating the handling of the dredge material, 
construction of a new processing facility, and possibly truck and then train transportation. Plus disposal 
at a western location simply moves the problem to another state that may or may not have a future issue 
with this material. The economics are also a factor that should be considered. Using option #2 and CAD 
disposal makes option #2 about the same as option #3 and remote disposal. 

At the meeting I recalled and commented that a CAD in the bayou area of Louisiana is used to hold crude 
oil for the US Strategic Oil Reserve. The CAD is located in a pure salt cavern carved out using hot water. 
My thoughts are that if crude oil does not escape from this salt CAD, then certainly material such as silt 
and rocks made up of similar constituents as clay will not escape from clay lined CAD. 

Time 

The estimates for completion time does not include the time for planning this work, Certainly CAD 
disposal will reduce the planning time and eliminate facility design and build time. The differential in 
shallow versus deep dredging time is not a major factor as the major time restriction is the movement of 
the barges and handling the waste in disposal. Granted deep dredging would take longer, but the extra 
barges would use the same window of opportunity to move past the bridges. 

Construction time estimates and cost estimates are notorious for being underestimated. 

NJ Boat Ramp at Nutley 

Even before the start of the LPRRP I have been trying to have the boat ramp at Nutley, Passaic River 
mile #10.4 restored to 24/7 use. USEPA was requested to remove a minimum of 200 CYD's of material 
at the ramp in conjunction with the 40,000 CYDS removed from Mile # 3 and also years later requested to 
remove this same material when the work at Mile #10.9 was undertaken. The ramp and its mud and 
rocks at low tide remain as they were found by me over 50 years ago. Removal of this 200 CYD's at the 
ramp would allow for repair of the ramp and installation of floating docks. 

I fully understand that funds for boat ramp improvements are not in the scope of superfund site 
improvement except if it involves channel dredging for commercial uses. If I figure out a way to have the 
16' wide ramp used for commercial purpose, expect another letter. 

Sincerely, 

1-1~n1"'v Morginstin, PE-Ret. 
Passaic River Boat Club, Secretary 
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Bringing Recreational Boating Back to the Passaic River 

August 15, 2014 

Alice Yeh, Remedial Project Manager 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
290 Broadway, 19th Floor 
New York, NY 1 0007-1866 

56 Hyde Road 
Bloomfield, NJ 07003 

RE: Passaic River Superfund Clean-up the goal is a clean river. 

This letter is a follow-up to my original submission of July 31, 2014. 

This means a river that could be used for both safely swimming and fishing/crabbing. 
Recreational boating for power, sail and human powered boats should be able to use 
the river with no concern for infection or disease with boat ramps and boat docks at 
many convenient locations on both banks: 

All the proposals of the EPA do not address these goals and are either detrimental to 
the goals or partial measures prone to failure. 

I understand that the EPA is charged with the correction of the toxic deposits in the river 
and not the pollution caused by CSO's and runoff, but with all the US and State 
agencies involved in the clean-up, the overall health of the river should be the priority. 

Test boring show that contaminants are six (6) feet or more below the river bottom. 

Therefore the correct solution to eliminate the toxicity is to remove six feet or more of 
material, bank to bank for the entire 17 tidal miles. No cap need be designed and 
installed requiring maintenance forever and subsequent restrictions on boating. 

The river will restore the banks over time, but all the boat ramps on the river should be 
extended at their exiting slopes to the new bottom. · 

The removed material should be excavated by clam shell and then ground up on a 
barge containing a generator, stone crusher and large pumps. The ground up material 



would then be sent via slurry in a pipe placed in the center bottom of the river to a CAD 
in Newark Bay. A barge inside the CAD area containing dewatering equipment would 
receive the slurry and discharge clean water back to the river. 

This would eliminate the many required bridge openings, trucks, trains and land based 
processing facility required in the other options. The same equipment that would be 
installed on a land based site to process the removed material would be used only on 
barges and would be available to be moved to other sites after the work is completed 
instead of being dismantled. 

The final step is to install tertiary treatment for all the sewage plants feeding the river 
and address runoff water using established solutions for the entire river. 

Sincerely, 

Harvey Morginstin, PE-Ret. 
Passaic River Boat Club, Secretary 
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Yeh, Alice

From: Conserve <jonathan@jaffecom.com>

Sent: Monday, August 11, 2014 8:30 AM

To: Region2 PassaicLower8MileComments

Cc: jonathan@jaffecom.com

Subject: Help Save the Lower Passaic  - Email to EPA

Ms. Alice Yeh 

Remedial Project Manager, EPA 

290 Broadway, 19th floor 

New York, NY 10007-1866 

Dear Ms. Yeh, 

The EPA should more seriously review and consider other alternatives to its proposed 4.3 million cubic yard 

“bank to bank” dredge, such as a targeted “Sustainable Remedy” that would clean the entire River faster, with 

results comparable to those promised by the EPA’s bank-to-bank proposal and with reduced impact on the host 

communities. 

Thank you. 

Christine Mortensen 

msschris@hotmail.com 

140 Cayuga Ave. 

Rockaway 

NJ 

07866 

9736273402 
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Yeh, Alice

From: Conserve <jonathan@jaffecom.com>

Sent: Monday, August 11, 2014 8:31 AM

To: Region2 PassaicLower8MileComments

Cc: jonathan@jaffecom.com

Subject: Help Save the Lower Passaic  - Email to EPA

Ms. Alice Yeh 

Remedial Project Manager, EPA 

290 Broadway, 19th floor 

New York, NY 10007-1866 

Dear Ms. Yeh, 

The EPA should more seriously review and consider other alternatives to its proposed 4.3 million cubic yard 

“bank to bank” dredge, such as a targeted “Sustainable Remedy” that would clean the entire River faster, with 

results comparable to those promised by the EPA’s bank-to-bank proposal and with reduced impact on the host 

communities. 

Thank you. 

David Mortensen 

dmortnj@hotmail.com 

140 Cayuga Ave. 

Rockaway 

NJ 

07866 

9736273402 
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Yeh, Alice

From: Erik Muller <2erikmuller@gmail.com>

Sent: Monday, August 18, 2014 3:11 PM

To: Region2 PassaicLower8MileComments

Subject: Comments on the proposed Lower 8 Mile Plan for the Passaic River

Ms. Yeh, 
  
With regards to the proposed remedial action for the lower 8 miles of the Passaic River, my preference is to 

implement a modified Alternative 3 for the lower Passaic River (RM0 to RM8.3) by increasing the planned 

dredge depth outside the navigation channels by 1 foot from what is envisioned under Alternative 3. 
  
The Focused Feasibility Study (FFS) envisions Alternate 3 entailing the dredging of the areas outside the 

channel to the extent necessary to accommodate the planned cap. The planned cap is generally anticipated to 

consist of well graded sand about 2 ft thick. The FFS estimates that it will take 1 to 5 years before the previous 

silty nature of the riverbed to become re-established. During this reestablishment period, contaminated 

sediments from above and below the lower Passaic will settle on the engineered cap. It was noted in the FFS 

that the sediments coming from above the Dundee Dam (RM17.4) were considered contaminated with many 

of the same contaminants of concern for the lower river. The Proposed Plan assumes that the contaminated 

sediments from above Dundee Dam, those from between RM 8.3 and Dundee Dam, and, presumably, from 

those areas of the lower Passaic that had not yet been dredged and capped, will settle over the remediated 

areas and will have contaminant concentrations less than the sediments above Dundee Dam.  The problem is 

that the new sediments will be still relatively contaminated.  
  
If an additional foot of sediment can be dredged from the river, the relatively contaminated sediments that 

settle down in the next few years will be covered in turn with less contaminated sediments as the river 

becomes cleaner through remedial action and natural processes, creating a natural barrier to the relatively 

more contaminated sediments immediately below. Another benefit is that the extra thickness of sediment on 

top of the sand cap provides some additional protection to the cap from major flood events. 
  
Sincerely, 
 
Erik Muller 
Rutherford, NJ 
  



1

Yeh, Alice

From: Nadeau, Steven C. <SNadeau@honigman.com>

Sent: Thursday, August 21, 2014 1:29 AM

To: Yeh, Alice

Cc: Enck, Judith; Stanislaus, Mathy; Breen, Barry; Woolford, James; Johnson, Barnes; Ells, 

Steve; Mugdan, Walter; Feldt, Lisa

Subject: SWMG Comments on the Proposed Plan for the Passaic River

Attachments: SMWG Comments on Passaic River Focused Proposed Remedy 8 20 14  draft 

9am(15484158_2)(15492657_1).DOCX; Cover Letter to Passiac River 

Comments(15487227_1) (3) DOCX.DOCX

Dear Ms. Yeh, 

Attached are the Sediment Management Work Group’s (SMWG) cover letter and SMWG Comments on the Proposed 

Plan for the Lower Passaic River. Please place these comments in the Administrative Record for the Site.  

Thank you, 

Steven C. Nadeau 

 

SMWG 
 

Steven C. Nadeau, Coordinating Director 

Sediment Management Work Group 
660 Woodward Avenue 
2290 First National Building 
Detroit, MI  48226-3506 
Telephone Number: (313) 465-7492 
Fax Number: (313) 465-7493 
Cell Phone Number: (313) 587-3260 
snadeau@honigman.com 
www.smwg.org 
 

 

 

This e-mail may contain confidential or privileged information.  If you are not the intended recipient, please delete it and 
notify the sender of the error. 



 

Steven C. Nadeau 

Coordinating Director 

(313) 465-7978 

Fax: (313) 465-8000 

snadeau@honigman.com 

 

 

2290 First National Building · 660 Woodward Avenue · Detroit, Michigan 48226-3506 

 

 
 

Via E-Mail and U.S. Mail 

 

August 20, 2014 

 

 
 

 

Alice Yeh 

Remedial Project Manager 

United States Environmental Protection Agency, Region II 

290 Broadway 

New York, NY  10007-1866 

 

Re: Sediment Management Work Group Comments On Proposed Plan For The Lower 

Eight Miles Of The Lower Passaic River Part Of The Diamond Alkali Superfund Site 

(the “Proposed Plan”) 
 

Dear Ms. Yeh: 

 

The Sediment Management Work Group (“SMWG”) is an ad hoc group of a diverse 

cross-section of industry (auto, aerospace, chemical, paper, paint, pharmaceutical and utilities, 

among others), port authorities and government parties actively involved in the evaluation and 

management of contaminated sediments on a nationwide basis.  The SMWG has long advocated 

a national policy addressing contaminated sediment issues that is founded on sound science and 

risk-based evaluation of contaminated sediment management options.  U.S. EPA’s 2005 

Contaminated Sediment Guidance for Hazardous Waste Sites (“Guidance”) was an important 

first step in that direction.  The next key step is uniform and consistent application of the 

Guidance.  The SMWG, as part of the next step, is monitoring whether and how the Guidance is 

being applied at contaminated sediment sites around the country.   

The SMWG previously submitted comments to the National Remedy Review Board 

(“NRRB”) on the Lower Passaic River Restoration Project Draft Source control Early Action 

Focused Feasibility Study (“FFS”) in 2007.   The Proposed Plan is similar to the FFS in that 

neither document provides a meaningful evaluation of a full range of remedial alternatives, 

which is contrary to the National Contingency Plan (“NCP”).  Moreover, like the FFS, the 

Proposed Plan does not comport with the 11 Risk Management Principles for Contaminated 

Sediment Sites (U.S. EPA 2002a) nor the Sediment Guidance.  The Proposed Plan’s 

inconsistency with the NCP and national sediment policy, as embodied in the Sediment 

Guidance, concerns the SMWG because these regulations and policies are in place to ensure that 

site investigations are appropriately scoped, and that the evaluation and selection of remedial 
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alternatives are risk-reduction focused and effectively protect human health and the environment, 

all in a consistent manner at all contaminated sediment sites. 

In this instance, SMWG is very concerned with the direction that the Lower Passaic 

River Proposed Plan appears to be heading.  As proposed by U.S. EPA, this would be the largest 

sediment removal project in the United States, with an estimated removal of 4,300,000 cubic 

yards of material.  As U.S. EPA notes in the Proposed Plan, 3% of all contaminated sediment 

dredged would be released back into the waterway, would require thousands of bridge closings, 

would increase truck traffic in numerous communities, and would expend $1 billion to $2.5 

billion of funds to implement a flawed clean-up plan that fails to provide any material 

sustainable risk reduction. Consequently, the SMWG recommends that the Proposed Plan be 

withdrawn.  

The following summarizes our primary concerns with the failure of the Agency’s 

Proposed Plan to follow its own Guidance as well as concerns raised by other governmental 

experts.  Greater detail is included in the body of this document.   

1. As a threshold issue, the Proposed Plan is premature and is inconsistent 

with CERCLA process and the NCP because it the Agency’s site 

characterization is inadequate. It substantially relies on old and incomplete 

data, despite the availability of significantly more recent detailed data that 

is now available from the Cooperating Parties Group (CPG) Remedial 

Investigation work that cost over $100 million.  Moreover, the CPG’s 

RI/FS will be submitted to the Agency in the near future and it should 

form the basis of the Agency’s evaluation of remedial alternatives and 

selection of a remedy.   

2. U.S EPA’s National Contaminated Sediment Policy is embodied in the 

Sediment Guidance which is intended to be applied nationally in a 

consistent manner to minimize risks associated with sediment cleanups.  

Failure to adhere to the Sediment Guidance not only creates uncertainty by 

undermining national consistency in sediment remedy decisions, but also 

threatens to create unnecessary risks that the Sediment Guidance is 

designed to avoid.  The Proposed Plan, unfortunately, is inconsistent with 

the Sediment Guidance.   

3. The Proposed Plan significantly deviates from the NCP, the Sediment 

Guidance and the Eleven Sediment Management Principles in a number of 

ways including the fact that the FFS and Proposed Plan fail to adequately 

identify and factor in substantial ongoing sources in the River, as is 

required by the Sediment Guidance and U.S. EPA’s national policy.  Thus, 

recontamination is likely to occur.   
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4. EPA is basing many decisions on a transport model that has not been 

peered reviewed, applies unsupported input factors and is not fully 

suitable to the site.  EPA’s own internal experts (NRRB/CSTAG) have 

raised this concern to the Region, however to date the Agency has failed to 

make substantive changes to support the remedy.   

5. The clean-up goals and risk criteria are based on a conservative screening 

level Risk Assessment and the Agency has failed to conduct a site-specific 

Baseline Risk Assessment as required by the NCP and U.S. EPA’s own 

Superfund Guidance.   

6. The Proposed Plan inadequately develops and inappropriately evaluates 

the potential remedial alternatives in contravention of the NCP, the 

CERCLA RI/FS process and the Sediment Guidance. 

• The FFS and Proposed Plan fail to properly evaluate the potential 

adverse impact on remedy effectiveness posed by the risks 

resulting from the inevitable resuspension and release of 

Chemicals of Concern which occur during all dredging projects. 

• Based on experience from the interim dredging actions previously 

implemented (the Lister Avenue and River Mile 10.9 dredging 

projects), numerous bridges and submerged utilities would 

negatively impact the implementability of the Proposed Plan 

remedy and should be evaluated prior to selection of a remedy. 

• The existence of numerous bridges and submerged utilities would 

dramatically adversely impact the implementability of the 

Proposed Plan remedy and this impact should be evaluated prior to 

selection of a remedy. In addition, because of the age of the 

bridges, the likelihood of malfunctions and failures are high. This 

was evidenced by the substantial bridge malfunctions which shut 

down the River Mile 10.9 dredging project numerous times and the 

significant disruption of the heavy metropolitan area’s vehicle 

traffic.  Such malfunctions in a full scale multi-year dredging 

project would result in major disruption of water and land transport 

and traffic, not to mention the significant delays in completing the 

dredging. 

• Submerged debris and obstructions were not appropriately 

evaluated as part of the Proposed Plan’s implementation. 
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• The Proposed Plan’s geotechnical assessment of issues relating to 

bridge abutments, bulkheads and slope stability, among others, is 

incomplete and unreliable. 

• The Proposed Plan fails to evaluate the comparative net risk 

reduction potential of the alternatives, pursuant to Section 7.4 of 

the Sediment Guidance. 

• The Proposed Plan inappropriately rejects the use of a confined 

aquatic disposal (“CAD”) facility for disposal of the massive 

proposed dredging volume.  Despite its potential unpopularity, a 

CAD would result in a significant cost savings (estimated to be 

$700 million).  

• The Proposed Plan inappropriately includes navigational dredging 

beyond the scope of CERCLA that increases the potential cost of 

the project by an estimated $850 million. 

• The Proposed Plan inappropriately attempts to set cleanup 

standards below anthropogenic background, contrary to CERCLA, 

the NCP, the Sediment Guidance and long-established U.S. EPA 

policy. 

• U.S. EPA failed to propose a phased or adaptive management 

approach, even though a site with such complex circumstances as 

the LPRSA is considered conducive to those approaches. 

• An analysis of the Proposed Plan under the NCP’s Nine Remedy 

Selection Criteria results in the conclusion that the Proposed Plan 

is inconsistent with those requirements and should be withdrawn in 

favor of the soon to be completed LPRSA RI/FS.  In particular, the 

shortcomings of the Proposed Plan include failure to meet the 

following NCP criteria:  overall protection of human health and the 

environment, long-term and short-term effectiveness, 

implementability and cost effectiveness. 

In conclusion, rather than following the CERCLA RI/FS process and despite the 

availability of the LPRSA RI/FS in a few months, U.S. EPA proposes to disregard this $100 

million dollar effort in apparent unfounded need for speed.  A review of the Proposed Plan 

against the NCP Remedy Selection Criteria and the Sediment Guidance clearly reveals that it 

fails to comply with the basic requirements of these documents.  In light of the imminent release 

of the RI/FS and the Proposed Plan’s significant inconsistencies with CERCLA, the NCP, and 

National Sediment Policy, as embodied in the Sediment Guidance, the Proposed Plan should be 
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withdrawn and the Site should follow the CERCLA RI/FS process at this time.  This should 

involve evaluating remedial alternatives and selecting the appropriate remedy for the Site 

following receipt and review by the Agency of the RI/FS.   

The Agency should also consider the CPG’s Conceptual Sustainable Remedy because it 

appears to hold great promise in being fully consistent with the NCP and Sediment Guidance.  

Moreover it is a potentially workable approach, utilizing sustainable and adaptive management 

principles to address this complex site. 

* * *  

The SMWG would be pleased to answer any questions about its comments on the draft 

FFS.  For further information, please feel free to contact the SMWG’s Coordinating Director, 

Steven C. Nadeau, c/o Honigman Miller Schwartz and Cohn LLP, 2290 First National Building, 

660 Woodward Avenue, Detroit, MI 48226, (313) 465-7492, snadeau@honigman.com.   

 

Sincerely, 

 

    Steven C. Nadeau 

Steven C. Nadeau, Coordinating Director 

Sediment Management Work Group 

Enclosure 

c. 

Judith Enck, U.S. EPA Region 2 Administrator 

Walter Mugdan, Director, Emergency and Remedial Response Division, U.S. EPA, Region 2 

Gina McCarthy, U.S. EPA Administrator  

Lisa Feldt, U.S. EPA Acting Deputy Adminstrator 

Mathy Stanislaus, Assistant Administrator, OSWER, U.S. EPA, HQ 

Barry N. Breen, Principal Deputy Assistant Administrator, OSWER, U.S. EPA, HQ 

James Woolford, Director, OSRTI, U.S. EPA, HQ 

Barnes Johnson, Deputy Director, OSRTI, U.S. EPA HQ 

Stephen J. Ells, U.S. EPA, HQ 
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I. Introduction 

The Sediment Management Work Group (“SMWG”)1 appreciates the opportunity to 

provide comments to the United States Environmental Protection Agency (“U.S. EPA”) on the 

Proposed Plan For The Lower Eight Miles Of The Lower Passaic River Restoration Part Of The 

Diamond Alkali Superfund Site (“Proposed Plan”) dated April 2014, which addresses an eight 

mile reach in the lower section of the River (“the site” or “FFS Area”).  The SMWG has long 

advocated a national policy addressing contaminated sediment issues that is founded on sound 

science and risk-based evaluation of contaminated sediment management options.  Accordingly, 

the SMWG has strongly supported the substance of and consistent application of the U.S. EPA’s 

2005 Contaminated Sediment Remediation Guidance for Hazardous Waste Sites (U.S. EPA 

2005) (the “Sediment Guidance”) to all sediment sites nationally.  The SMWG recognizes that 

the management of sites involving contaminated sediments frequently involves unique and 

complex scientific and technical issues, including assessment methodologies and evaluation of 

risk and risk reduction options.  The SMWG believes that the Sediment Guidance was an 

important first step in that direction.  In addition, the findings, conclusions and recommendations 

of the NAS Report, “Sediment Dredging at Superfund Megasites: Assessing the Effectiveness” 

(NAS 2007) should be factored into the evaluation of options for the Passaic River.  As an active 

participant in the national discussions on sediment management issues, the SMWG welcomes the 

opportunity to offer comments on the Proposed Plan. 

The SMWG previously submitted comments to the National Remedy Review Board on 

the Lower Passaic River Restoration Project Draft Source control Early Action Focused 

Feasibility Study (“FFS”) in 2007.  The Proposed Plan is similar to the FFS in that neither 

document provides a meaningful evaluation of a full range of remedial alternatives, which is 

contrary to the National Contingency Plan (“NCP”).  Moreover, like the FFS, the Proposed Plan 

does not comport with the 11 Risk Management Principles for Contaminated Sediment Sites 

(U.S. EPA 2002a) nor the Sediment Guidance.  The Proposed Plan’s inconsistency with the NCP 

and national sediment policy, as embodied in the Sediment Guidance, concerns the SMWG 

because these regulations and policies are in place to ensure that site investigations are 

appropriately scoped, and that the evaluation and selection of remedial alternatives are risk-

reduction focused and effectively protect human health and the environment, all in a consistent 

manner at all contaminated sediment sites. 

                                                      

1 The Sediment Management Work Group is an ad hoc group of a diverse cross-section of industry (auto, 

aerospace, chemical, paper, paint, pharmaceutical, utilities), port authorities and government parties actively 

involved in the evaluation and management of contaminated sediments.  (See Exhibit “A” for a list of its Members.)   
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The SMWG is fully cognizant that the Lower Passaic River is a highly complex urban 

waterbody with multiple sources of impacts – both historical and ongoing – that presents unique 

and complicated challenges.  Moreover, the SMWG recognizes U.S. EPA’s attempt to navigate 

the intersection of the Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability 

Act (“CERCLA”) with the Clean Water Act (“CWA”); however, there are certain fundamental 

principles of the remediation process that have not been followed in arriving at the Proposed 

Plan.  These principles are in place to ensure that a site is fully understood, that the remedy 

selected is effective, implementable, sustainable, cost-effective, and most importantly, that the 

remedy selected protects human health and the environment.  The NCP requires no less. 

II. Executive Summary 

The SMWG has been in the forefront of the national arena of contaminated sediment 

remediation for over 15 years.  When the SMWG becomes aware of a guidance document, 

policy statement, technical issue or proposed remedy relating to contaminated sediment sites 

which is of national interest and/or concern, it typically submits comments.  Those comments 

have been positive and critical, depending on the substance of the issue or the nature of the 

proposed remedy in question. 

In this instance, SMWG is very concerned with the direction that the Lower Passaic 

River Proposed Plan appears to be heading.  As proposed by U.S. EPA, this would be the largest 

sediment removal project in the United States, with an estimated removal of 4,300,000 cubic 

yards of material.  As U.S. EPA notes in the Proposed Plan, 3% of all contaminated sediment 

dredged would be released back into the waterway, would require thousands of bridge closings, 

would increase truck traffic in numerous communities, and would expend $1 billion to $2.5 

billion of funds to implement a flawed clean-up plan that fails to provide any material 

sustainable risk reduction. Consequently, the SMWG recommends that the Proposed Plan be 

withdrawn.  

The following summarizes our primary concerns with the failure of the Agency’s 

Proposed Plan to follow its own Guidance as well as concerns raised by other governmental 

experts.  Greater detail is included in the body of this document.   

1. As a threshold issue, the Proposed Plan is premature and is inconsistent 

with CERCLA process and the NCP because it the Agency’s site 

characterization is inadequate. It substantially relies on old and incomplete 

data, despite the availability of significantly more recent detailed data that 

is now available from the Cooperating Parties Group (CPG) Remedial 

Investigation work that cost over $100 million.  Moreover, the CPG’s 

RI/FS will be submitted to the Agency in the near future and it should form 

the basis of the Agency’s evaluation of remedial alternatives and selection 

of a remedy.   

2. U.S EPA’s National Contaminated Sediment Policy is embodied in the 

Sediment Guidance which is intended to be applied nationally in a 

consistent manner to minimize risks associated with sediment cleanups.  

Failure to adhere to the Sediment Guidance not only creates uncertainty by 
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undermining national consistency in sediment remedy decisions, but also 

threatens to create unnecessary risks that the Sediment Guidance is 

designed to avoid.  The Proposed Plan, unfortunately, is inconsistent with 

the Sediment Guidance.   

3. The Proposed Plan significantly deviates from the NCP, the Sediment 

Guidance and the Eleven Sediment Management Principles in a number of 

ways including the fact that the FFS and Proposed Plan fail to adequately 

identify and factor in substantial ongoing sources in the River, as is 

required by the Sediment Guidance and U.S. EPA’s national policy.  Thus, 

recontamination is likely to occur.   

4. EPA is basing many decisions on a transport model that has not been 

peered reviewed, applies unsupported input factors and is not fully suitable 

to the site.  EPA’s own internal experts (NRRB/CSTAG) have raised this 

concern to the Region, however to date the Agency has failed to make 

substantive changes to support the remedy.   

5. The clean-up goals and risk criteria are based on a conservative screening 

level Risk Assessment and the Agency has failed to conduct a site-specific 

Baseline Risk Assessment as required by the NCP and U.S. EPA’s own 

Superfund Guidance.   

6. The Proposed Plan inadequately develops and inappropriately evaluates the 

potential remedial alternatives in contravention of the NCP, the CERCLA 

RI/FS process and the Sediment Guidance. 

• The FFS and Proposed Plan fail to properly evaluate the potential 

adverse impact on remedy effectiveness posed by the risks 

resulting from the inevitable resuspension and release of 

Chemicals of Concern which occur during all dredging projects. 

• Based on experience from the interim dredging actions previously 

implemented (the Lister Avenue and River Mile 10.9 dredging 

projects), numerous bridges and submerged utilities would 

negatively impact the implementability of the Proposed Plan 

remedy and should be evaluated prior to selection of a remedy. 

• The existence of numerous bridges and submerged utilities would 

dramatically adversely impact the implementability of the 

Proposed Plan remedy and this impact should be evaluated prior to 

selection of a remedy. In addition, because of the age of the 

bridges, the likelihood of malfunctions and failures are high. This 

was evidenced by the substantial bridge malfunctions which shut 

down the River Mile 10.9 dredging project numerous times and the 

significant disruption of the heavy metropolitan area’s vehicle 

traffic.  Such malfunctions in a full scale multi-year dredging 
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project would result in major disruption of water and land transport 

and traffic, not to mention the significant delays in completing the 

dredging. 

• Submerged debris and obstructions were not appropriately 

evaluated as part of the Proposed Plan’s implementation. 

• The Proposed Plan’s geotechnical assessment of issues relating to 

bridge abutments, bulkheads and slope stability, among others, is 

incomplete and unreliable. 

• The Proposed Plan fails to evaluate the comparative net risk 

reduction potential of the alternatives, pursuant to Section 7.4 of 

the Sediment Guidance. 

• The Proposed Plan inappropriately rejects the use of a confined 

aquatic disposal (“CAD”) facility for disposal of the massive 

proposed dredging volume.  Despite its potential unpopularity, a 

CAD would result in a significant cost savings (estimated to be 

$700 million).  

• The Proposed Plan inappropriately includes navigational dredging 

beyond the scope of CERCLA that increases the potential cost of 

the project by an estimated $850 million. 

• The Proposed Plan inappropriately attempts to set cleanup 

standards below anthropogenic background, contrary to CERCLA, 

the NCP, the Sediment Guidance and long-established U.S. EPA 

policy. 

• U.S. EPA failed to propose a phased or adaptive management 

approach, even though a site with such complex circumstances as 

the LPRSA is considered conducive to those approaches. 

• An analysis of the Proposed Plan under the NCP’s Nine Remedy 

Selection Criteria results in the conclusion that the Proposed Plan 

is inconsistent with those requirements and should be withdrawn in 

favor of the soon to be completed LPRSA RI/FS.  In particular, the 

shortcomings of the Proposed Plan include failure to meet the 

following NCP criteria:  overall protection of human health and the 

environment, long-term and short-term effectiveness, 

implementability and cost effectiveness. 

In conclusion, rather than following the CERCLA RI/FS process and despite the 

availability of the LPRSA RI/FS in a few months, U.S. EPA proposes to disregard this $100 

million dollar effort in apparent unfounded need for speed.  A review of the Proposed Plan 

against the NCP Remedy Selection Criteria and the Sediment Guidance clearly reveals that it 
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fails to comply with the basic requirements of these documents.  In light of the imminent release 

of the LPRSA RI/FS and the Proposed Plan’s significant inconsistencies with CERCLA, the 

NCP, and National Sediment Policy, as embodied in the Sediment Guidance, the Proposed Plan 

should be withdrawn and the Site should follow the CERCLA RI/FS process at this time.  This 

should involve evaluating remedial alternatives and selecting the appropriate remedy for the Site 

following receipt and review by the Agency of the LPRSA RI/FS.   

 

The Agency should also consider the CPG’s Conceptual Sustainable Remedy because it 

appears to hold great promise in being fully consistent with the NCP and Sediment Guidance.  

Moreover it is a potentially workable approach, utilizing sustainable and adaptive management 

principles to address this complex site. 

 

III. Threshold Issue – The Proposed Plan Is Premature And Is Inconsistent With The 

CERCLA Process And The National Contingency Plan.  It Should Be Deferred In 

Favor Of The Remedial Investigation/Feasibility Study For The Entire Lower 

Passaic River Area That Is Nearly Complete.  

As an initial matter, SMWG notes that the Proposed Plan is based primarily on the FFS, 

which was largely conducted prior to 2007 and is focused on only a portion of the Diamond 

Alkali Superfund Site.  We understand that the Cooperating Parties Group (“CPG”), consisting 

of some 60 companies who are working cooperatively with U.S. EPA under three settlement 

agreements, has undertaken and nearly completed a comprehensive Remedial 

Investigation/Feasibility Study (the “LPRSA RI/FS”) for the entire 17 mile stretch of the Lower 

Passaic River below the Dundee Dam, including the eight miles that are the subject of the 

Proposed Plan.  The LPRSA RI/FS has been conducted under the supervision and direction of 

U.S. EPA at a cost of well over $100 million.  Whatever perceived benefit there was in 2007 

with proceeding with the FFS for the lower eight miles no longer exists now that the LPRSA 

RI/FS is nearly complete.  It would be inconsistent with the policies of CERCLA, the NCP and 

the Sediment Guidance to proceed with the Proposed Plan’s partial site remedy before 

completion of the LPRSA RI/FS, which covers the entire site.  At this site, the substantial 

additional site data collected by the CPG, its evaluation of site risks and potential remedies in the 

RI/FS to be submitted later this year, should be completed and evaluated by U.S. EPA prior to 

selection of any remedy.   

In addition, the NRRB and CSTAG, in their joint Recommendations for the Diamond 

Alkali Superfund Site, Lower Eight Miles of the Lower Passaic River (Focused Feasibility Study 

Area) (U.S. EPA 2014, the “Joint Comments”) observed that the Region has failed to explain 

how the Proposed Plan will be consistent with the remedy to be selected in the future for the 

entire LPRSA.  “The Boards recommend that the decision documents clearly explain its rationale 

for concluding that the proposed FFS remedy would be consistent with the remedy to be selected 

in the future for the entire river.”  Joint Comments at p. 7.  The requirement that an interip 

remedy be consistent with the final remedy is, of course, one of the basic tentes of CERCLA 

(Section 104(a)(2)) and the NCP (40 C.F.R. 300.430(a)(ii)(3)). 

Therefore, the SMWG urges the Region to withdraw the Proposed Plan and defer 

selection of a remedy until the RI/FS for the entire Site is fully reviewed and evaluated.    
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IV. U.S. EPA’s National Contaminated Sediment Policy, As Embodied In The Sediment 

Guidance, Must be Applied Nationally In A Consistent Manner as a Matter of U.S. 

EPA Policy 

The Sediment Guidance embodies national policy on contaminated sediment and should 

be followed at all contaminated sediment sites.  The Sediment Guidance was issued for use “by 

federal and state project managers considering remedial response actions or non-time-critical 

removal actions” under CERCLA (p. 1-1).  It was developed over a period of eight years (1998-

2005) and was the subject of comments by the U.S. EPA Regions and the public.  The Sediment 

Guidance provides a risk management decision-making framework to assist with selecting 

appropriate remedies.   

There are at least eight key overarching remedy selection principles in the Sediment 

Guidance applicable to this site: 

• Confirmation that the site is ready for remediation by controlling sources to the 

greatest extent practicable before commencing remediation (p. 2-20, 7-17) 

• The focus of remediation should be on risk reduction, not mass removal. (p. 7-1, 

7-16).  Likewise, the focus should be on contaminated sediment that is 

bioavailable and bioaccessible. (p. 7-3) 

• A realistic, site-specific evaluation of the potential effectiveness of each sediment 

management option, including dredging, capping, and monitored natural recovery, 

should be incorporated into the selection of remedies at a site (p. 7-3).  At large 

and/or complex sites, consideration of the use of combinations of remedies may 

be appropriate (p. 7-3). 

• The Sediment Guidance expressly reiterates and applies the NCP’s Nine Remedy 

Evaluation Criteria (p. 7-2, 7-7 to 7-13) (Highlight Box 7-3).  Of particular, 

relevance at this site are the inconsistencies in the Proposed Plan with the NCP 

Criteria of protectiveness, short-term and long-term effectiveness, 

implementability and cost-effectiveness.  

• Specifically, the remedy must comply with the provisions of CERCLA and the 

NCP on cost effectiveness by comparing and contrasting the costs and benefits of 

the various remedial alternatives as part of the risk management decision-making 

framework (p. 7-1).   

• An appropriate evaluation should be conducted of the expected comparative net 

risk reduction of the various sediment management options, including a realistic 

evaluation of their respective advantages and site-specific limitations, especially 

their risk of remedy potential.  For example, at this site, risks that inevitably will 

result from resuspension and release of COCs during the contemplated dredging 

of an estimated 4.3 million cubic yards of contaminated sediment, much of which 

is not currently bioavailable or bioaccessible. (p. 7-13, 7-14).   
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• Adaptive management concepts, which recognize the need for reconsideration of 

the original remedy chosen where new data and/or results of pilots or the initial 

implementation of the remedy suggest the appropriateness of revising the original 

approach, should be applied (p. 2-22, 3-1, 7-16). 

In essence, these principles all focus on risk reduction, which the Sediment Guidance 

reinforces by indicating that contaminated sediment that is not bioavailable or bioaccessible and 

that is reasonably stable does not necessarily contribute to site risks (p. 7-3).  These principles, if 

applied appropriately, will lead to protective remedies that are also cost-effective as required by 

CERCLA and the NCP.  

In its National Consistency in Superfund Remedy Selection (U.S. EPA 1996), EPA 

emphasized the “critical importance of maintaining appropriate national consistency in the 

remedy selection process.” (p. 2).  In this context, appropriate consistency means “applying 

decision-making processes recommended in national policies and guidance using the criteria 

they lay out, and exercising the built-in flexibility as appropriate to address site-specific 

circumstances.” (p.2).   

V. The Proposed Plan Significantly Deviates From the NCP and U.S. EPA’s National 

Contaminated Sediment Policy   

The Proposed Plan deviates from NCP and the Sediment Guidance in a number of critical 

areas.  The SMWG’s comments highlight some, but not all, of the many areas where the 

Proposed Plan deviates from the basic tenets of CERCLA, as detailed in the NCP, as well as U.S. 

EPA’s national contaminated sediment policy as embodied in the Sediment Guidance. 

A. The Agency’s Site Characterization Is Inadequate And Fails To Comply 

With The NCP and Sediment Guidance.   

Sediment site characterization activities are intended to provide the information necessary 

to permit competent remedial alternatives to be developed, evaluated, and selected.  Site 

characterization is performed through the Remedial Investigation (“RI”).   

In contrast to the sound policy set forth in detail in the Sediment Guidance, the detailed 

information from the nearly-completed RI being conducted by the CPG obviously has not been 

utilized in the remedy evaluation.  We understand that hundreds of sediment cores and thousands 

of data points for sediment, surface water and biota in the LPRSA have been collected since 

2007, yet the Region has not incorporated all of that data into its Proposed Plan.  In fact, we 

understand that U.S. EPA has failed to take into account the data from at least 8 different data 

collection programs under the LPRSA RI/FS.  All of the data necessary to optimize the 

evaluation of remedial alternatives should have been fully utilized.   

Because so much of the critical data collected under the LPRSA RI/FS apparently have 

not been fully considered, the Proposed Plan largely relies on incomplete and often outdated data 

to characterize the site, and to develop and screen the remedial alternatives.  This is inconsistent 

with the analyses and decision-making required by the Sediment Guidance.  The significance of 

the missing information can be illustrated through a few examples where additional information 
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is required to develop and screen sound remedial alternatives.  These examples are discussed 

below. 

1. Failure To Identify Ongoing Sources Is In Contravention Of The 

Sediment Management Principles, The Sediment Guidance And U.S. 

EPA’s CERCLA Policy. 

Early control of sources has long been a U.S. EPA priority at contaminated sediment 

sites.  In its Contaminated Sediment Management Strategy (1998), the U.S. EPA stated that 

“before initiating any remediation, active or natural, it is important that point and nonpoint 

sources of contamination be identified and controlled.” (emphasis added)  This strategy 

identified specific point sources as potential contaminant sources, including “municipal 

treatment plants, combined sewer overflows (“CSOs”), storm water discharges from municipal 

and industrial facilities, direct industrial discharges of process waste, runoff and leachate from 

hazardous and solid waste sites, agricultural runoff, runoff from mining operations, runoff from 

industrial manufacturing and storage sites, atmospheric deposition of contaminants, and 

contaminated groundwater discharges to surface water.”  

The need to control sources early is emphasized in the Sediment Guidance (as well as in 

the 11 Risk Management Principles, U.S. EPA 2002a).  The Sediment Guidance provides: 

“Identifying and controlling contaminant sources typically is 

critical to the effectiveness of any Superfund sediment cleanup. 

Source control generally is defined for the purposes of this 

guidance as those efforts are taken to eliminate or reduce, to the 

extent practicable, the release of contaminants from direct and 

indirect continuing sources to the water body under investigation.” 

(p. 2-20)  

The Sediment Guidance continues by reiterating that “significant upland sources (including 

ground water, NAPL, or upgradient water releases) should be controlled to the greatest extent 

possible before sediment cleanup.” (p. 2-21)  The Sediment Guidance calls for these potential 

continuing sources to be identified (see Highlight 2-2) and for a source control strategy to be 

developed before sediment cleanup begins.  

While the Proposed Plan references “source control,” it fails to identify sources with any 

specificity or propose measures to control them.  The Proposed Plan does not provide an 

inventory of upland sources, as the Sediment Guidance requires, even though the FFS 

acknowledges, in passing, that combined sewer overflows, storm water discharges, permitted 

discharges, and contaminated groundwater discharges all exist within the lower eight miles of the 

Passaic River.  Of equal concern is the virtual certainty that ongoing, uncontrolled sources 

upstream of the lower eight miles of the Passaic River will recontaminate the downstream 

section of the River once the Proposed Plan has been completed.  

The NRRB and CSTAG recognized the likelihood of recontamination in their Joint 

Comments (U.S. EPA 2014): “the Boards note that recontamination could prevent the attainment 

and maintenance of the 5 ppt of dioxin in sediment over time; potential sources of 
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recontamination include, but are not limited to, resuspension caused by the cleanup itself and 

transport from the yet-to-be remediated parts of the LPR and Newark Bay.”  Joint Comments at 

p. 6. 

We are aware that the site Pathways Analysis Report (“PAR”) (Battelle 2005) reported 

that 32 COPCs and 56 COPECs exceeded screening level risk values in the Passaic River 

sediments, based on historical data.  Yet, the very limited source information contained in the 

FFS and its Conceptual Site Model (“CSM”) addressed only seven of these contaminants and 

contaminant classes.  Even if one accepted the implausible conclusion that analyses of CSO 

discharges in other waterways were somehow representative of the discharges into the FFS Area, 

the potential for recontamination by these other 25 COPCs and 49 COPECs would remain 

unaddressed, contrary to the Sediment Guidance.  In fact, Shear et al. (1996), Huntley et al. 

(1997), and Iannuzzi et al. (1997) published site-specific data showing that the CSO discharges 

are likely to recontaminate the FFS Area quickly if any of the remedies proposed were 

constructed.   

Moreover, the threat of recontamination is not just theoretical.  Recontamination 

following remediation has been observed at other sediment sites.  Nadeau and Skaggs in their 

“Analysis of Recontamination of Completed Sediment Remedial Projects” in the Proceedings of 

the Fourth International Conference on Remediation of Contaminated Sediments (2007) 

analyzed twenty sediment sites that had become recontaminated after remediation and reported 

that more than 50% of these sites had become recontaminated from CSO and public storm water 

sources. 

The Sediment Guidance advises site managers to factor the potential for recontamination 

into the remedy selection process, such as by including source control measures (p. 2-21, 

Highlight 4-5, Highlight 5-4, Highlight 6-11).  The Sediment Guidance also emphasizes that 

phasing of remedy construction may be useful when the effectiveness of source control is in 

doubt (p. 2-22).  The Sediment Guidance concludes, “By knowing the effectiveness of source 

control prior to implementing sediment cleanups, the risk of having to revisit recontaminated 

areas is greatly reduced.” (p. 2-22)  Unfortunately, the Proposed Plan does none of these things, 

contrary to the Sediment Guidance.   

An evaluation of ongoing source loading and potential for sediment recontamination 

should be conducted before any early action is considered.  Where, as here, recontamination is 

likely, a plan for controlling or reducing sources should be developed. 

2. Failure To Characterize The Site Adequately Is Inconsistent With 

CERCLA, the NCP And The Sediment Guidance.  

Sediment site characterization activities in an RI should provide the information 

necessary to permit effective remedial alternatives to be developed, evaluated, and selected.  The 

Sediment Guidance emphasizes the importance of thorough site characterization.  Site 

characterization includes collecting data to develop a conceptual site model, conducting risk 

assessments, understanding sediment and contaminant fate and transport, and identifying sources 

(Section 2.1).  These data necessarily form the basis of the feasibility study, which then informs 

the remedial decision (Sections 3, and 7).  Thus, the key to informed decision-making at 
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contaminated sediment sites is thorough site characterization and developing a good 

understanding of what is driving the risk at the site via development of a conceptual site model.   

In contrast to the policy set forth in the Sediment Guidance, we understand that much of 

the information generated as part of the LPRSA RI under the Agency’s watchful eye, was not a 

part of the Agency’s decision-making process.  As a result, a significant amount of the available 

data necessary to appropriately develop a feasibility study  inappropriately were either not 

considered by the Agency, or were inappropriately disregarded.  These data will be evaluated 

and presented later this year in the LPRSA RI/FS evaluation of the remedial alternatives.  

Moreover, collection or evaluation of these data during design is not a substitute for collection 

and incorporation of these data into the remedy evaluation phase.2   

 

3. Failure To Utilize Peer-Reviewed Sediment Fate And Transport Models 

Suitable To The Site Is Inconsistent With The Sediment Guidance And 

In Direct Disregard Of The NRRB/CSTAG Comments To The Region.   

The Sediment Guidance emphasizes the importance of assessing the fate and transport of 

sediment and contaminants at sediment sites (Section 2.8) because information on sediment and 

contaminant fate and transport is valuable for assessing the exposure and risk associated with the 

contaminants and for evaluating the protectiveness of remedial alternatives (p. 2-23, 2-32).  

Proper modeling is required to assess sediment and contaminant fate and transport, (p. 2-25).  At 

large or complex sites, the Sediment Guidance emphasizes the importance of using mathematical 

modeling:   

“Mathematical modeling generally is recommended for large or 

complex sites, especially where it is necessary to predict 

contaminant transport and fate over extended periods of time to 

evaluate relative differences among possible remedial approaches.” 

(p. 2-36) 

Neither the Proposed Plan nor its supporting documents follows this Sediment Guidance 

provision.  Instead they use what the FFS describes as the “Empirical Mass Balance Model.”  

The EMBM is a simple observational tool that relies on unverified assumptions for inputs as a 

substitute for real data due to the inadequacy of site characterization.  Neither the EMBM 

methodology generally, nor its application (calibration, verification) in the FFS has undergone 

external validation or peer review as called for in Section 2.9.4 of the Sediment Guidance. 

The NRRB and CSTAG, in their Joint Comments, agree that the modeling methodology 

utilized by the Region requires peer-review and recommended that the model be subject to peer-

review before the Proposed Plan was released, a recommendation that was ignored by the 

Region:  “The Boards recommend that the Region’s schedule allow sufficient time to address 

                                                      

2 Even if an accelerated approach is viewed as necessary, proceeding with an early action without adequate 

data also would be inconsistent with the Sediment Guidance.  Based on the site description and circumstances as 

described in the FFS and the Proposed Plan, however, there appears to be no justification to rush to conduct an early 

action in the absence of source control and adequate data to evaluate the appropriateness of an early action, 

particularly when the LPRSA RI/FS will be available in the near future. 
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external peer reviewer’s and the CSTAG’s comments on the Region’s sediment transport, 

organic carbon, and contaminant transport and fate models before the proposed plan is released.”  

Joint Comments at p. 7.   

The failure to provide appropriate, peer-reviewed modeling for the site in the FFS, 

coupled with the inadequate site characterization, precludes an effective remedial alternatives 

evaluation process as required by the NCP and the Sediment Guidance.  At a highly complex site 

with alternative remedies ranging from $0.9 - $2.3 billion (U.S. EPA estimates that appear to be 

substantially low), a comprehensive understanding of contaminant fate and transport under 

current and proposed post-remedy conditions is a necessity requiring a more sophisticated 

modeling tool than the EMBM.  More discussion of remedial alternative development is included 

below.  

4. Utilization Of A Screening Level Risk Assessment And Failure To 

Conduct A Site-Specific Baseline Risk Assessment Is Contrary To The 

NCP And The Superfund Guidance On Risk Assessments.  

The Proposed Plan and FFS rely on screening level risk assessment approaches rather 

than developing a site-specific baseline risk assessment.  The use of screening criteria in 

remedial decision-making (especially on this scale -- $ 0.9 to 2.3 billion) is contrary to sound 

practice as well as the provisions of the NCP, U.S. EPA’s 1997 Ecological Risk Assessment 

Guidance For Superfund: Process For Designing And Conducting Ecological Risk Assessment 

(“ERAGS”), and the Sediment Guidance (Sections 2.3 and 2.4). 

The NRRB and CSTAG Joint Comments noted that the FFS Ecological Risk Assessment 

“is largely a conservative, literature-based” risk assessment and that such generic risk 

assumptions were not justified in all cases: “literature-based numerical, chemical-specific 

ecological preliminary remediation goals (PRGs) do not appear to be necessary for all identified 

contaminants in this proposed remedial action.”  Joint Comments at p. 4.  Moreover, the NRRB 

and CSTAG were concerned that the FFS ERA assumptions could be inconsistent with the 

results of the ongoing Baseline Ecological Risk Assessment undertaken in conjunction with the 

LPRSA RI/FS.   

The Sediment Guidance notes that screening and baseline risk assessments are essential 

to evaluate the potential threat to human health and the environment and to aid in developing 

risk-based remediation goals (p. 2-9).  Screening risk assessments are used to identify COPCs 

while baseline risk assessments are a critical part of “the framework for developing risk-based 

remediation goals.” (p. 2-9).  Additionally, risk assessments should “provide information to 

evaluate risks associated with implementing various remedial alternatives that may be considered 

for the site.” (p. 2-9).  Although U.S. EPA claims to have “refined” the inadequate baseline risk 

assessment since the 2007 draft FFS, the Proposed Plan(?) ecological risk assessment continues 

to rely primarily on generic reference values and not on the available site-specific data, as 

required by ERAGS.  Thus, remedial alternatives should not have been developed until the site 

had been properly characterized and a proper baseline risk assessment completed.   
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B. The Proposed Plan Inadequately Develops And Inappropriately Evaluates 

The Potential Remedial Alternatives In Contravention Of The NCP And The 

Sediment Guidance.   

The Sediment Guidance’s requirement of evaluating the remedy’s likely ability to reduce 

risk on a site-specific basis, and to provide realistic cost comparisons also was not followed in 

developing the FFS and the Proposed Plan (see Sections 2.1, 2.3, 3.1, 3.4, and 3.5 of the 

Sediment Guidance).  The FFS and Proposed Plan fail to develop and provide adequate 

information and analyses to support the so-called “early action” remedial program that it 

proposes, which is realistically a 6-10 year, or even longer, project.   

Under both the NCP and the Sediment Guidance, the current level of development of the 

remedial alternatives is wholly inadequate to support the remedial alternative selected in the 

Proposed Plan, particularly when the projected cost is in the billions of dol1ars.   

Examples of the inadequate development and inappropriate remedy evaluation in the FFS 

and the Proposed Plan follow below: 

1. The FFS and Proposed Plan Fail To Appropriately Evaluate The 

Impact Of Remedy Effectiveness Risks From Resuspension And 

Releases.   

The Sediment Guidance recognizes that “[s]ome contaminant release and transport during 

dredging is inevitable.”  (p. 6-22)  Therefore, the Sediment Guidance requires resuspension 

losses and releases to be estimated as part of the remedy evaluation process: 

“To the extent possible, the project manager should estimate total 

dredging losses on a site-specific basis and consider them in the 

comparison of alternatives during the feasibility study. “ (p. 6-23) 

Reasonable estimates of the resuspension and releases that would result from each remedial 

alternative are necessary to permit reasoned comparisons of the net risk reduction associated 

with each alternative.  The risks associated with resuspension and releases may be substantial 

because, as the Sediment Guidance notes, sediment resuspension losses “generally range from 

less than one percent to between 0.5 and 9 percent.” (p. 6-23)  These estimates and their 

incorporation into the remedy evaluation process are mandated by the Guidance (Sections 6.2, 

6.5.5, 6.5.6, 6.5.7, Highlight 6-11, and Highlight 7-3). 

Although the FFS assume that the resuspension rate will be 3 percent of solids removed 

(FFS p. 5-24), nowhere are the risks and impacts from the differing resuspension rates associated 

with the different alternatives considered.  Considering that the Proposed Plan calls for an 

estimated 4.3 million cubic yards of material to be removed, the failure to evaluate the potential 

impact of an estimated 129,000 cubic yards of resuspension loss is a critical oversight.  In 

addition, a number of factors suggest that losses from the Proposed Plan project may be greater 

than U.S. EPA has assumed for at least the following reasons: 
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• The large amount of debris and obstructions will increase 

resuspension losses and releases3; 

• The draft FFS Appendix E concludes that neither sheet pile nor silt 

curtain containment can be used in this setting; and 

• Substantial vertical concentration gradients exist, with the COPCs 

and COPECs increasing greatly with depth. 

Thus, the failure to estimate risks and impacts due to resuspension and releases increases the 

uncertainty about the expected risk reduction associated with each remedial alternative.   

2. Numerous Bridges And Submerged Utilities Will Dramatically Impact 

Implementability of The Proposed Plan Remedy And The Magnitude Of 

These Project-Threatening Issues Should Be Re-Evaluated Prior To 

Selection Of The Remedy.  

In addition to failing to adequately take into account the difficulties posed by submerged 

debris, the Proposed Plan entirely fails to consider issues relating to the more than 30 utility 

crossings in the lower eight miles.  There is no discussion of how to obtain the consent of the 

utility owners for dredging above or near their utility crossing, if it can even be obtained, nor of 

the likely additional expense and restrictions on such areas that can be dredged.  This was a 

problem during the River Mile 10.9 dredging project, and  is an important implementation issue 

that should be addressed at the remedy selection phase. 

Even more significantly, the Proposed Plan will require bridges over the Lower Passaic 

River to be opened an estimated 20,000 to 25,000 times during the course of the project.  There 

is no evidence that these bridges are mechanically capable of withstanding such heavy use and 

the likelihood that one or more of them will malfunction, resulting in obstructions either to 

navigation or to important surface transportation arteries, has not been considered.  The 

numerous instances of bridge opening and closing failures during the River Mile 10.9 project in 

2013-14 clearly underscore the real-world implementability and cost issues that would be 

magnified a hundred fold with the Proposed Plan’s contemplated Passaic River dredging volume. 

The numerous bridges and submerged utilities will drastically affect the implementability 

of the Proposed Plan and will exponentially increase its cost, rending it inconsistent with the 

NCP’s cost effectiveness requirement.  Proper characterization of obstructions is an important 

predicate to remedial evaluations in an urban waterway site like the Passaic River at the remedy 

selection phase.  Unfortunately, the FFS and Proposed Plan fail to adequately evaluate this 

critical issue.   

3. Submerged Debris And Obstructions Were Not Appropriately Evaluated.   

The Sediment Guidance directs project managers to evaluate the impact of debris on 

sediment resuspension and releases during dredging (Sections 6.2, 6.3, and 5.5) as well as on 

residuals (Sections 6.2, 6.3, and 6.5.7).  Understanding debris and its impact is important to 

                                                      

3 The Guidance notes that debris conditions often increase resuspension losses and releases during dredging (p. 6-22, 6-

26). 
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evaluating remedial alternatives because, as the Sediment Guidance explains, one condition 

conducive to effective dredging at a site is one where there is little debris (Highlight 6-2).  The 

Sediment Guidance notes that dredging production rates are likely to be lower and the magnitude 

of resuspension and releases is likely to be higher at sites containing substantial debris.  

Moreover, the 2007 NRC report Sediment Dredging at Superfund Megasites: Addressing the 

Effectiveness mentions debris as inhibiting dredging effectiveness more than 60 times.  For 

example: 

“Low sediment bulk density and the presence of debris and 

hardpan or bedrock all tend to increase resuspension and residuals.  

” (p. 82) 

The FFS describes submerged debris by referencing a 2004 side-scan sonar survey that 

“identified 47 large objects, 16 of which had the signatures of automobiles” over the entire area. 

(p. 4-19)  A shipwreck has also been identified.  Appendix J of the FFS estimates that between 

2000 and 8000 tons of debris will be removed during the course of the entire project.  However, 

these quantities are likely to be a significant underestimation because they are inconsistent with 

observations made elsewhere (see below).  The Agency inappropriately suggests deferring a 

video survey to characterize and locate debris to the pre-design investigation.  However, 

deferring critical site characterization data to the “pre-design” phase is inconsistent with the 

Guidance (Sections  2.1, 2.3, 3.1, 3.2, 3.4, 7.1, 7.3, and 7.4) and sound practice, because the 

missing information can often lead to the selection of a different remedy or approach.  

Furthermore, at a site with such high projected volumes of sediment to be dredged, a significant 

debris problem could result in increased costs in the hundreds of millions of dollars, which 

should be considered under the NCP during the remedy selection phase, not the design phase.   

The inadequacy of this debris information is illustrated in other documents: 

• TAMS (2005) conducted a geophysical debris survey of portions 

of a 1000 foot long area in the Harrison Reach of the Passaic 

River.  This survey reported that the entire northern shoreline was 

populated by debris including tires, rocks, poles, and other objects.  

Within this limited area, this survey identified two other areas with 

multiple debris targets, plus other discernible targets including a 

15’ tree, a 26 foot long piling, a 37 foot long piling, several areas 

of organic debris, and 14 other objects. (p. 16) 

 

• Endesco (2005) recorded that "as-dredged Passaic sediments may 

contain many different types of debris including wood, tires, 

telephone poles, fencing materials, white goods, trash, etc.” (p. 18) 

 

• In Appendix H of the draft FFS, Biogenesis reported that the 

Passaic River sediments delivered to their test process contained 

“an unusually high amount of trash and debris”.  The trash and 

debris noted by BioGenesis was smaller in size and was of a nature 

that would not have been detected by geophysical means such as 

those employed by TAMS.  
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Therefore, the SMWG urges that before a remedy is selected for the site, a 

comprehensive debris survey should be undertaken.  The anticipated cost impact of the presence 

of debris to the project should be estimated, and the implementability and cost implications 

should be factored into the remedy selection, , consistent with the Sediment Guidance provisions 

referenced above, rather than being deferred to the remedial design phase. 

4. The Proposed Plan’s Geotechnical Assessment Of Implementability 

Issues Relating To Bridge, Bulkhead and Slope Stability, Among Others, 

Is Incomplete And Unreliable.   

Section 5.5 of the Sediment Guidance requires evaluation of geotechnical considerations 

in the feasibility study, which is key to determining the implementability of different remedial 

alternatives (p. 5-11, Highlight 7-3).  While the FFS makes passing reference to slope stability 

with respect to a cap scenario, this assessment did not provide assurance that any of the remedial 

alternatives could be technically implemented or constructed.  The SMWG understands that the 

site poses several issues with the purported slope stability assessment, including: use of 

textbooks’ soil data (based on the USCS soil classification) because no site specific geotechnical 

data were available; apparent assessment of post-construction conditions only, even though 

limiting geophysical conditions will almost certainly occur during dredging construction, rather 

than at its completion; and, analysis which did not extend to informing the project manager about 

the potential stability of bridge abutments, shoreline buildings and bulkheads, or the safety of 

underground utilities that pass beneath the areas proposed for dredging, among others.   

As noted in the Sediment Guidance, once site-specific geotechnical data are collected to 

properly characterize a site, a site-specific geotechnical assessment will be necessary to assess 

the stability and implementability of the various remedial alternatives being considered 

(Highlight 7-3).  This should be a pre-remedy selection study that should be factored into the 

implementability evaluation of the remedial alternatives. 

5. The Proposed Plan Fails To Evaluate Comparative Net Risk Reduction 

Pursuant To Section 7.4 Of The Sediment Guidance. 

U.S. EPA has failed to evaluate the comparative net risk reduction of its preferred 

alternative compared to the other remedial alternatives.  The Sediment Guidance states that 

“Project managers are encouraged to use the concept of comparing net risk reduction between 

alternatives as part of their decision-making process for contaminated sites, within the overall 

framework of the NCP remedy selection criteria” (p. 7-13).  To ensure that “all positive and 

negative aspects of each sediment management approach” are considered, the Sediment 

Guidance strongly encourages the use of comparative net risk in decision making (p. 7-13).  This 

approach previously had been recommended by the National Academy of Sciences Committee 

on Remediation of PCB-Contaminated Sediments (NRC 2001). 

This should include an evaluation of the risks from remedy implementation:   

“Consideration should be given not only to risk reduction 

associated with reduced human and ecological exposure to 

contaminants, but also to risks introduced by implementing the 



 

 16 

alternatives.  The magnitude of implementation risks associated 

with each alternative generally is extremely site-specific, as is the 

time frame over which these risks may apply to the site.  

Evaluation of both implementation risk and residual risk are 

existing important parts of the NCP remedy selection process.  By 

evaluating these two concepts in tandem, additional information 

may be gained to help in the remedy selection process.” (p. 7-13) 

As part of the Comparative Net Risk evaluation, the Sediment Guidance notes that 

“[e]ach approach to managing contaminated sediment has its own uncertainties and potential 

relative risks.” (p.7-13).  These risks may include: 

• Contaminant releases during sediment removal, transport, or 

disposal (or capping) 

• Continued exposure to contaminants currently in the food chain  

• Other community impacts (e.g., accidents, noise, residential or 

commercial disruption)  

• Worker risk during sediment removal and handling (or cap 

placement) 

• Residual contamination following sediment removal  

• Releases from contaminants remaining outside dredged/excavated 

area (movement through the cap) 

• Disruption of benthic community 

“Sample Elements for Comparative Evaluation of Net Risk Reduction.”(p. 7-14) 

The Proposed Plan fails to provide sufficient information to determine what, if any, net 

risk reduction may be associated with any of its alternatives.  In light of the NAS Report (2007), 

the ability of several of the alternatives under consideration to be successful in reducing risk is 

seriously doubtful.  Nor would the NAS Report (2007) support proceeding with such a 

significant remedial action without a complete understanding of site conditions.  Further, the 

risks that would be introduced by the implementation of each alternative remedy were neither 

described nor quantified.  The failure to perform this analysis is inconsistent with the Guidance. 

One of the risks of remedy implementation for dredging projects is the risk of worker 

injuries and deaths.  The risk would be necessarily increased with the increasing size of the 

extremely large remedial alternatives considered in the Proposed Plan.  The NRC (2007) also 

noted the importance of considering such risks in selecting site remedies: 

“Other ‘implementation risks’ (risks potentially imposed by the 

implementation of a remediation strategy) such as worker and 

community health and safety, equipment failures, and accident 

rates associated with an active remediation are given little 

consideration in EPA’s feasibility studies at Superfund sites 

(Wenning et al. 2006).  Cura et al. (2004) identify several 

challenges associated with comparative risk assessment, given data 

limitations and the unavoidably subjective nature of quantifying 
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some risks associated with dredged-material management 

decisions.  However, ignoring those types of risk in comparisons of 

remedial options is not the solution and may have undesirable 

consequences, particularly when the cost of being wrong is high 

(Bridges et al. 2006).” (p. 159) 

Leigh and Hoskin (2000) developed and published the methodologies and the five year 

average worker risk incidence rates for those worker classes that would be involved in a 

theoretical 427,000 cubic yard dredging project.  Leigh and Hoskin’s project was defined as 

using a combination of mechanical and hydraulic removal techniques.  Leigh and Hoskin 

concluded that the probability of at least one fatality occurring in this project was about 1 in 2.4.   

The dredging alternatives presented in the FFS are all similar to but comparatively much 

larger than, Leigh and Hoskin’s project.  Implementation risks must to be calculated and 

included in the remedial decision-making process. 

Under the Comparative Net Risk concept set forth in Section 7.4 of the Sediment 

Guidance, the potential effectiveness of a remedy must be considered in the context of the risks 

associated with that remedy’s implementation.  With respect to the Proposed Plan, which 

contains a substantial dredging component, it is likely to increase potential harm to human health 

and ecological receptors by increasing exposure to contaminants resuspended and/or released in 

surface water (USEPA 2005; NRC 2007; Bridges et al. 2008).  These risks can occur even with 

the effective use of Best Management Practices (“BMPs”).   In recent years, the effectiveness of 

silt curtains in controlling releases has been questioned (Bridges et al. 2008).  For example, 

approximately 2.2 percent of the mass of contaminants dredged were released downstream at the 

Fox River Deposit 56/57 dredging project, despite using silt curtains (Steuer 2000).    

U.S. EPA’s Sediment Guidance provides: “Some contaminant release and transport 

during dredging is inevitable and should be factored into the alternatives evaluation and planned 

for in the remedy design.”  The Guidance goes on to state that “Generally, the project manager 

should assess all causes of resuspension and realistically predict likely contaminant releases 

during a dredging operation.” (p. 6-22).  At this site, the risk of releases during dredging is 

clearly present despite use of BMPs due to the huge proposed dredged volume, the large number 

of years to complete it (anticipated to be 6 to 10 years [which seems unrealistically low 

compared to the other mega site dredging projects]), and the numerous obstructions and debris in 

the waterway.  In other words, this is no “short-term spike” in concentrations of COCs.  For 

example, the dredging in Commencement Bay in Seattle in 2004 caused a spike in fish tissue 

concentrations that persisted for years (Patmont, et al., Battelle 2013).   Simply hoping to “do a 

better job” dredging than in all past projects is not a realistic expectation and does not constitute 

sound decision-making. 

At this site, U.S. EPA estimates that approximately 3% of the dredged mass of nearly 

4.3million cubic yards in the Proposed Plan is likely to be resuspended.  Based on the Agency’s 

own estimate that 3% of the COCs contained in the 4.3 million cubic yards of COCs dredged 

would be released during such dredging, this would be result in significant adverse consequences 

to the waterbody.  It would create both short-term issues and long-term issues as well, as a result 

of the expected (long) number of years to complete the project, and the spread of COCs 
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elsewhere in the waterbody as resuspension and releases settle downstream.  As noted in the 

Sediment Guidance and the NRC Dredging Effectiveness Report (2007), resuspension and 

release is inevitable in any dredging remedy. Here, the Proposed Plan’s “bank-to–bank” remedy 

would subject the waterbody to an unprecedented volume of dredging, which would be far worse 

than other more targeted removal options, such as the CPG’s Sustainable Remedy. Applying the 

principles of the Comparative Net Risk of Section 7.4 of the Sediment Guidance, the net risk 

reduction of the Proposed Plan’s remedy is far less than the stated effectiveness due to risks 

introduced by remedy implementation. Therefore, the Proposed Plan should be withdrawn and 

the array of alternatives in the soon to be released LPSRSA RI/FS, should be carefully evaluated 

for risk of remedy issues.  This comparative net risk reduction analysis should then be 

incorporated into the evaluation of remedial alternatives under the NCP’s Nine Criteria. 

6. The Proposed Plan Improperly Excluded Consideration Of The Use Of 

A Confined Aquatic Disposal Facility  

The Region has apparently excluded consideration of the use of a confined aquatic 

disposal (“CAD”) facility even though its own consultant concluded that one was technically 

feasible based on anticipated opposition.  The Region should have included a CAD as part of the 

remedy, especially considering that the use of a CAD could reduce remedy costs by an estimated 

$700,000,000.   

7. The Proposed Plan Improperly Includes Navigational Dredging As A 

Component Of The Remedy, Which Is Beyond The Scope Of CERCLA 

We understand that, under the Proposed Plan, approximately 48% of the dredging 

(approximately $850 million) would be undertaken in order to accommodate anticipated 

commercial and recreational navigation.  However, dredging for navigation purposes is beyond 

the scope of CERCLA, which is concerned with abating risks from the releases of hazardous 

substances.  It is significant to note that the NRRB previously reached the same conclusion at the 

Waukegan site that it is inappropriate to use CERCLA remediation authority to assist the Army 

Corps in addressing its navigational obligations (U.S. EPA 2008).  Furthermore, it is our 

understanding that this proposed dredging is not necessary to achieve the cleanup standards.  In 

addition to the issue of the lack of authority, considering the costs associated with the proposed 

environmental dredging, there is no justification for including navigational dredging of clean 

sediments as part of the CERCLA remedy. 

8. The Proposed Plan’s Attempt To Set PRG’s Below Anthropogenic 

Background Is Contrary To U.S. EPA’s Long-Established CERCLA 

Guidance And The Sediment Guidance 

U.S. EPA’s 2002 policy, Role of Background in the CERCLA Cleanup Program (U.S. 

EPA 2002b) notes that “the CERCLA program, generally, does not clean up to concentrations 

below natural or anthropogenic background levels.”  More specifically, this policy states: 

Generally, under CERCLA, cleanup levels are not set at 

concentrations below natural background levels.  Similarly, for 

anthropogenic contaminant concentrations, the CERCLA program 
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normally does not set cleanup levels below anthropogenic 

background concentrations.  The reasons for this approach include 

cost-effectiveness, technical practicability, and the potential for 

recontamination of remediated areas by surrounding areas with 

elevated background concentrations.  (Citations omitted.) 

The NRRB and CSTAG, in their Joint Comments, noted that the Proposed Plan 

inappropriately sets cleanup goals below background:  “site-specific modeling suggests that the 

preferred alternative may yield post-remedy concentrations that are below background levels 

post multi-year remedy implementation.  The Boards recommend that the Region clearly explain 

in its decision documents, how, considering EPA guidance, information regarding background 

was taken into account when developing RAOs, PRGs and final cleanup levels.”  Joint 

Comments at p. 6 (emphasis added).  Unfortunately, the Region failed to address the Board’s 

concern. 

9. U.S. EPA Failed To Propose A Phased Or Adaptive Management 

Approach. 

Experience at other large sediment sites with high degrees of complexity and uncertainty 

regarding design and implementation of appropriate remedial action points to the value of using 

adaptive management strategies, as recommended by the Sediment Guidance, NRC (2007), and 

other independent, scientific peer reviews of sediment sites throughout the country (U.S. ACE 

2008).  The Sediment Guidance expounds on the usefulness of a phased or adaptive management 

approach: 

Phasing in remedy selection and implementation may be especially 

useful at sites where contaminant fate and transport processes are not 

well understood or the remedy has significant implementation 

uncertainties. Phasing may also be useful where the effectiveness of 

source control is in doubt. By knowing the effectiveness of source 

control prior to implementing sediment cleanups, the risk of having to 

revisit recontaminated areas is greatly reduced. High remedy costs, the 

lack of available services and/or equipment, and uncertainties about the 

potential effectiveness or the risks of implementing the preferred 

sediment management approach, can also lead to a decision to phase the 

cleanup. At some sites, it may be advantageous to pilot less invasive or 

less costly remedial alternatives early enough in the process that 

performance could be tracked. If performance does not approach desired 

levels, then more invasive or more costly approaches could be pursued.  

(pp. 2-21 to 2-22) 

In its recently released Superfund Remedial Program Review (U.S. EPA 2013), U.S. 

EPA acknowledges that times have changed and that costly Remedial Investigations should no 

longer be acceptable, particularly in the face of serious limitations in agency personnel and 

resources.  This practical philosophy is further reflected in the remedy implementation phase, 

with a renewed emphasis on starting remedial actions earlier and encouraging utilization of the 

concept of “adaptive management.”  U.S. EPA defines adaptive management at Superfund sites 

as:  
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. . . an iterative approach to site investigation and remedy 

implementation that provides the opportunity to respond to new 

information and conditions throughout the lifecycle of a site. 

Adaptive management assumes there is an explicit intent to 

respond to new information and conditions, and to the extent it can 

be done under CERCLA and the NCP site decision making, formal 

remedial decision documents as well as other project plans and 

reports incorporate appropriate language that enables efficient 

planning and execution of adaptive management techniques 

(USEPA 2013).   

Adaptive management requires that “questions critical to the success of a project are 

identified early and decision points included at key steps in the process allow sampling activities 

or RA to be terminated or modified based on the results of data analysis.”  (USEPA 2013 at p. 9, 

emphasis added.)  Moreover, adaptive management allows U.S. EPA to “evaluate remedy 

effectiveness and track progress toward attainment of remedial action objectives (RAOs) using 

performance metrics and data derived from site-specific remedy evaluation.  The remedy 

effectiveness information is then used to actively manage site operations and refine remedial 

strategies” (USEPA 2013 at p. 7) 

The benefits of an adaptive management approach include, among other things, an 

enhanced ability to effectively manage human health and environmental risks: 

Another major concept [of Adaptive Management is] to focus 

actions on managing project completions to control site risk.  

Projects would address human and ecological exposures and 

control migration of contaminated media to stabilize site 

conditions such that achievable contaminant concentrations are 

met to provide risk reductions and reach other practicable 

endpoints in situations where the desired RAOs have not yet been 

achieved in the near term.  (USEPA 2013 at p. 7) (emphasis added) 

U.S. EPA’s Proposed Plan for the FFS Study Area is the largest proposed remedy for any 

CERCLA site, ever, and there is significant uncertainty associated with the design, feasibility 

and implementation of the remedy. Consistent with its own guidance, at a minimum, U.S. EPA 

should have developed and evaluated an alternative that encompasses a phased remedial 

approach that can be adapted to ensure acceptable progress towards remedial goals while more 

effectively managing human health and environmental risks.  Of course, that alternative should 

be consistent with the NCP and the Sediment Guidance, and the Proposed Plan clearly is not, so 

the Proposed Plan should not be the basis of formulating an Adaptive Management Solution. 
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VI. A Detailed Review Of The Proposed Plan Against The NCP’s Nine Remedy 

Selection Criteria Demonstrates That The Proposed Plan Is Inconsistent With Those 

Criteria And Should Be Withdrawn In Order To Appropriately Follow The 

Traditional CERCLA RI/FS Process, By Utilizing The LPRSA RI/FS As The Basis 

for Remedy Selection At This Site.  

A detailed review of the Proposed Plan in comparison to the NCP’s Nine Remedy 

Selection Criteria demonstrates at least the following deficiencies and inconsistencies: 

Criterion #1:  Overall Protection of Human Health and the Environment 

The Proposed Plan concedes that the PRGs it proposes to utilize (which themselves are 

inconsistent with CERCLA, the NCP, U.S.EPA’s Risk Assessment Guidance and the Sediment 

Guidance) can never be achieved because the PRGs are below anthropogenic background. In 

addition to being contrary to U.S. EPA guidance regarding the role of background in CERCLA 

cleanups (U.S. EPA 2002b), this means that the PRGs are below the concentrations of COCs in 

sediment in the upper 9 miles of the river and even below the concentrations of COCs found 

above the Dundee dam.  The further unacceptable consequence of implementing the Proposed 

Plan’s remedy is that it is a virtual certainty that the FFS Area will be recontaminated at 

concentrations well above the proposed PRGs because of significant on-going uncontrolled 

sources, including CSOs and SSOs in the watershed. 

In addition, the huge volume proposed to be dredged in the Proposed Plan of nearly 4.3 

million cubic yards, a quantity far exceeding the existing two largest dredging projects in the 

Hudson and Fox Rivers, will lead to excessive resuspension and releases of COCs compared to 

more reasonable combination remedial options with a narrower and more focused dredging 

footprints (such as the CPG’s conceptual Sustainable Remedy as one example).  The 

unprecedented volume of the Proposed Plan’s dredging will inevitably result in dredging 

resuspension and release losses, which will render it unprotective, not only on a short-term 

during the many years of anticipated dredging but also on a long-term basis, both in the context 

of  the number of years during which the dredging occurs, but also on a permanent basis, as those 

COC releases travel and redeposit or de-solubilize throughout the water body. 

Criterion #2:  Compliance with ARARs 

The Agency concedes in the Proposed Plan that its proposed remedy will not be able to 

ever achieve the State’s surface water quality criteria. Consequently, the Proposed Plan’s remedy 

would need a CERCLA Technical Impracticability waiver for this criteria.  

Criterion #3:  Long-Term Effectiveness 

The Proposed Plan will not achieve long-term effectiveness as noted in the discussion 

above on the Overall Protectiveness criterion. First, the proposed PRGs simply are not 

achievable because they fail to follow CERCLA, the NCP, the Sediment Guidance and U.S. EPA 

policy (U.S. EPA 2002b) requirements to use anthropogenic background when the risk 

assessment-derived numbers are below background. Second, the Proposed Plan’s estimate of 

releases of 3% of the 4.3 million cubic yards specified in the proposed remedy confirms that the 

remedy cannot be effective on a long-term (or a short-term) basis. This is a classic case of the 
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extreme nature of the proposed unprecedented huge “mass removal” causing more harm than 

good. As noted above, this also fails to comply with the Sediment Guidance’s Comparative Net 

Risk Reduction in Section 7.4 of the Guidance. Finally, with upstream COC concentrations 

greater than the proposed PRGs, recontamination is inevitable. 

Criterion #4:  Reduction of Toxicity, Mobility and Volume through Treatment 

The Proposed Plan does not distinguish itself in any way with respect to potential 

reduction of toxicity, mobility and volume through treatment compared to the other remedial 

options under consideration, and as such, this criterion is not likely to be driving the remedy 

selection. 

Criterion #5:  Short-Term Effectiveness 

For purposes of short-term effectiveness, due to the inevitable significant risks posed by 

the resuspension and releases to the environment during the dredging component of the Proposed 

Plan remedy (see Sections 6.5.5 [Resuspension and Releases] of the Sediment Guidance and  

Bridges, et al. 2008) the Proposed Plan remedy simply will not be protective from a short-term 

effectiveness perspective. Worker safety risks, greenhouse gas, particulate matter emissions, and 

ozone impacts are all likely to far exceed the amount of adverse impact than other alternatives, 

including the CPG’s conceptual Sustainable Remedy.  

Criterion #6:  Implementability 

The list of implementability issues with the Proposed Plan is a long one. Most of the 

significant, and likely “game-changing” issues are discussed in greater detail above. They 

include:  

1) Non-functioning, old and virtually non-repairable bridges:During the comparatively 

small River Mile 10.9 2013-4 dredging project, bridge operability issues and breakdowns 

crippled the project. These lessons learned must be taken into account in evaluating the Proposed 

Plan and other remedial options. This evaluation is critically important to the remedy selection, 

and must not be pushed down the road to the remedial design phase, or worse, to the construction 

phase.  

2) Utility crossings:  The presence of hundreds of utility crossings means that the 

dredging must be “offset” (not implemented) for a substantial distance on each side of the utility, 

typically over 100 yards buffer at all these locations. 

3) Infrastructure stability:  Geotechnical issues with the stability of the numerous 

seawalls, docks, piers, etc. have not been appropriately addressed and will pose another whole 

host of implementation problems.  

4) Debris:  Significant amounts of debris has been documented and will pose many 

difficult issues during dredging, which will be greatly magnified compared to other smaller 

dredging footprint options.  
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5) Navigation:  Navigational constraints will be significant and will invariably lead to 

significant delays.  

6)  Numerous other implementability issues are inevitable, especially in the context of an 

urban river.  

Criterion #7:  Cost-Effectiveness 

The Proposed Plan is not cost-effective as required by CERCLA, the NCP and the 

Sediment Guidance.  CERCLA requires that any remedial action that is selected must be “cost-

effective.”  40 USC 9621(a).  The NCP states, “Each remedial action selected shall be cost-

effective, provided that it first satisfies the threshold criteria set forth in § 300.430(f)(1)(ii)(A) 

and (B). Cost-effectiveness is defined as when “costs are proportional to its [the remedial 

alternative’s] overall effectiveness.”  (40 CFR §300.430(f)(1)(ii)(D)).  

As EPA stated in its Superfund Guidance, “cost-effectiveness is concerned with the 

reasonableness of the relationship between the effectiveness afforded by each alternative and its 

costs compared to other available options.”(U.S. EPA 1999)   Moreover, “if the difference in 

effectiveness is small but the difference in cost is very large, a proportional relationship between 

the alternatives does not exist” (U.S. EPA 1990, Preamble to NCP).  

These proportionality requirements were reiterated by EPA in the Sediment Guidance.  

Regions must select remedies that are cost effective (p. 7-17) and should “compare and contrast 

the cost and benefits of various remedies.”  (p. 7-1). 

In disregard of both the NCP and Section 7.1 of the Sediment Guidance, the Region’s 

remedial alternative evaluation fails to appropriately evaluate and compare the relative benefits 

and costs for the remedial alternatives. In addition, the Agency concedes that if implemented, the 

Proposed Plan remedy would not achieve the Plan’s PRGs. Despite this serious shortcoming, 

according to the Proposed Plan, the remedy proposed would cost in the range of billions. 

Therefore, it would appear on its face to fail to meet the definition of cost-effectiveness in the 

NCP and the Sediment Guidance. 

Criteria 8 and 9:  Modifying Criteria 

State acceptance and community acceptance have yet to be determined and are not addressed in 

this analysis. 

VII. The CPG’s Sustainable Remedy Should Be Further Evaluated Before Any Other 

Remedy Is Implemented For The FFS Area  

We understand the CPG has communicated its “Sustainable Remedy” on a conceptual 

level to U.S. EPA.  We further understand this remedy would focus on dredging areas of 

bioavailable and bioaccessible impacted sediment, rather than the Proposed Plan’s bank to bank 

approach.  Removal of the impacted sediment would result in optimal protectiveness by 

effectively reducing risk, while the decrease in the volume of dredged sediment would 

significantly reduce the unintended resuspension and releases which the Sediment Guidance 



 

 24 

notes are “inevitable” in any dredging project as part of the LPRSA.  This would also reduce 

both the short-term and the long-term risk posed by the implementation of the remedy itself, 

satisfying the Sediment Guidance’s requirement to evaluate the Comparative Net Risk of the 

remedial alternatives under consideration (Section 7.4). It would appear that the Sustainable 

Remedy also would meet the proportionality test for cost-effectiveness under the NCP and the 

Sediment Guidance.  The Sustainable Remedy also appears to be fully consistent with the 

directives of CERCLA, the NCP’s Remedy Selection Nine Criteria and the Sediment Guidance 

based on the preliminary information we have received.  Consequently, it would be appropriate 

to further evaluate this remedy as part of the LPSRA RI/FS and it would be inappropriate for the 

Agency to proceed with the Proposed Plan until the full LPSRA RI/FS has been fully reviewed 

and evaluated. 

VIII. Conclusion  

Rather than following the CERCLA RI/FS process, despite the scheduled availability of 

the LPRSA RI/FS in a few months, U.S. EPA in fact proposes to disregard this $100 million 

effort which it required be undertaken, apparently out of an unfounded need for speed.  In the 

meantime, at least two significant interim actions have already been performed, including both 

the Tierra Phase I Removal Action at the Lister Avenue site, which removed 40,000 cubic yards 

of the most contaminated material known to be present in the LPRSA, and the River Mile 10.9 

dredge/cap operations that were undertaken in 2013 and 2014, which removed an additional 

20,000 cy of contaminated sediments along the Lyndhurst shoreline.  Rather than evaluating the 

effect of these significant interim remedial measures through data collection and analysis before 

deciding on the next step, as phased or adaptive management would require, the Agency is now 

proposing to disregard the principles of adaptive management and to prematurely select a record-

breaking final dredging remedy for the lower 8 miles of the LPRSA.   

U.S. EPA should not implement a decision so clearly contrary to its own policies. Instead 

of continuing its current course, the Agency should follow the NCP and the Sediment Guidance 

by selecting a remedy for the FFS Study Area based on the ongoing RI/FS for the full 17 miles. 

This decision could be supplemented by the additional information and analysis needed to create 

a technically accurate understanding of current conditions in the LPRSA and the likely effects of 

various remedial alternatives, and implement the iterative (adaptive management) approach 

specified in U.S. EPA’s guidance. 

The Sediment Guidance provides a scientifically sound, risk-based approach to 

addressing contaminated sediment sites.  Sediment sites present challenging problems, but 

following the policy and procedures in the Sediment Guidance uniformly across the country is 

necessary to assure that an appropriate remedy is selected which is capable of being successful in 

reducing risk based on site-specific conditions.  In contrast, the draft FFS and Proposed Plan for 

the Lower Passaic River deviate from CERCLA, the NCP and the Sediment Guidance in several 

critical ways including proceeding with a lack of source control information which inevitably 

will result in recontamination, incomplete site characterization, and inadequate and inappropriate 

remedy evaluation.  Accordingly, the Proposed Plan should be withdrawn and the LPRSA RI/FS 

should be allowed to proceed to completion and to serve as the basis for selection of a remedy 

for the entire site which is fully consistent with CERCLA, the NCP and the Sediment Guidance.  
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*** 

The SMWG would be pleased to answer any questions about its comments on the draft 

FFS and Proposed Plan for the Lower Passaic River.  For further information, please feel free to 

contact the SMWG’s Coordinating Director, Steven C. Nadeau, c/o Honigman Miller Schwartz 

and Cohn LLP, 2290 First National Building, 660 Woodward Avenue, Detroit, MI 48226, (313) 

465-7492, snadeau@honigman.com.   

Respectfully submitted, 

    Steven C. Nadeau 

Steven C. Nadeau, Coordinating Director 

Sediment Management Work Group 
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NW Natural 
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U. S. Steel Corporation 
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American Chemistry Council 
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American Gas Association 

American Petroleum Institute 
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National Council of Paper Industry for Air 
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Norwegian Institute for Water 

Space and Naval Warfare Systems Center 

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 

U.S. Army Engineer Research & 
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United States Navy 
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Murdering the Passaic: A Brief History 
by 

Joseph Nardone, Community Activist 

On April 11, 2014, at Riverfront Park on the Passaic River in the Ironbound 
Section of Newark, the EPA announced that it was going to clean-up the 
Passaic River by bank-to-bank dredging removing the toxins and making 
the River once again safe for fishing, swimming and boating. While 
everyone concerneq ,about the River was excited upon learnip~ that the 
most polluted river in America was finally being returned to some 
semblance of habitability, how many people know what happened to turn 
the Passaic into the largest superfund site in America? 

Sitting on an approximately one acre site situated between the Benjamin 
===~=Moore =and -=Sherwin'--Williamsccpaint manufacturing ~plants,==all c_=abutting -the -- ~--

Passaic River, the Diamond Alkali Co., 80-120 Lister Ave., in Newark's 
Ironbound Section, manufactured various chemicals from 1943 to 1968. Of 
the chemicals manufactured, two of the most dangerous were Halogenated 
Hydrocarbons and 2,4,5-Trichlorophenol (2,4,5-T) which is used in 
pesticide products and is ranked as more hazardous than most chemicals 
in 8 out of 9 ranking systems and is in the top 1 0% as one of the most 
hazardous compounds to ecosystems. Production of the pesticide was for 
use in Agent Orange which is a mixture of two pesticides. Of the two 
pesticides used, the 2,4,5-T is considered the less biodegradable. Dioxin is 
an impure by-product produced by overheating the pesticide during 
manufacture and has a half-life of more than ten years in the soil and seven 
years in human fat tissue. River dumping of the Dioxin was the disposal 
method. ALlow tide, workers c_were dispatched with crow bars, pick-axes=---
and other tools to break-up the exposed coagulated islands of Dioxin. 

Agent Orange was a weaponized herbicide which was first use by the 
1 

jungle exposing Gong insurgents and 
hiding places. It was supposed to be harmless to humans and was 
indiscriminately sprayed on American troops. The area where it as sprayed 
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Murdering the Passaic: A Brief History 
by 

Joseph Nardone, Community Activist 

After the highest concentration levels of Dioxin in the country were 
discovered on the Lister Ave. site and surrounding area, which was and still 
is a densely populated and manufacturing area and had a farmer's market 
since relocated, the NJDEP and the Company, in March 1984, entered into 
an Administrative prder of Consent for a remedial investiga~ion-feasibility 
study and an on-site clean-up. Dioxin, pesticides and Volatile Organic 
Compounds {VOCs) were discovered in the groundwater which migrates to 
the Passaic adding to the contamination of the River. Adjacent 
transportation routes and residential areas were vacuumed and swept by 
men wearing protective suits, looking like space alien invaders, while 

-==--==~_:=-~~acuuming=the=~sidewalks;the--streets, and -scraping=the =dirt::from Tesidents'------_---
backyards and lawns causing great concern and consternation to the 
residents to say the least. 

After the official clean-up, the contaminated soil, debris, protective suits 
and equipment were stored in 936 semi-trailers, each 12 feet tall, stacked 
in a tightly woven column 4 trailers high. For years, the site remained 
secured but un-remediated while the responsible parties argued in court 
with the EPA over how to further proceed with the clean-up and, of course, 
the cost! The local community social organization, the Ironbound 
Community Corp. {ICC), conducted tours of the site and led the fight for a 
complete remediation of the Diamond Alkali Site. 

---When the site was fin~lly remediated,--the _effort Jnvolved encasing the rjver __ 
bank with a steel bulkhead to prevent transfer of polluted groundwater into 
the River. The 936 semi-trailers and the contents were washed and the 
water recycled and returned to the River. Trailers and contents were 

where any water entering the site is sent to a filtration system before 
returning to the River. The site was capped and secured with some trees, 
now dead, in plant holders placed on the site. This grim reminder of 
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Murdering the Passaic: A Brief History 
by 

Joseph Nardone, Community Activist 

Returning to 1984, after the discovery of the contamination, the EPA 
informed the community that it intended to clean-up the River. Meetings 
were held with local residents and anyone who wanted to participate in the 
proceedings. The first ever core borings and samples were taken of the 
River bottom thirteen feet down to the River's clay bed and analy~ed. At 

' ' the time, it was thought that the River would have to be dredged to its river 
bed and then where to place the estimated thirteen million cubic yards of 
material? After years of study and various proposals by the EPA, the 
Republicans gained control of the Congress and the Presidency and were 
refusing to fund clean-up of superfund sites. The EPA vanished and the 

------ ·- --:::pas-satc::=River=remained =polluted and ~bandoned;==IA~Ju1y=2009F=after~ 5--~~··==.:_____ 
years, the EPA returned to the Passaic and established the Citizens 
Advisory Group {CAG) to renew its efforts to reclaim the Passaic for the 
cities and towns and citizens who border the River. Five years of very hard 
work by the EPA and CAG members resulted in the momentous 
announcement made on April 11, 2014. 
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Yeh, Alice

From: Joseph Nardone <jsphnardone@yahoo.com>

Sent: Friday, June 13, 2014 2:16 PM

To: Yeh, Alice

Subject: Ray Barron

Contacting you because I do not have Ray's e-mail.  Wanted to comment about a 
statement by Ray which caught my ear last night.  If correct, Ray said that as a result 
of the Tierria clean-up, learned that in the river bed, the material is compacted that only 
a strong force of water would disrupt it and redistributed it the river again.  Ray or some 
one should issue a report on that statement.  To me, at lest, it makes sense about the 
how the clean-up plans were arrived at.  Such info should be common knowledge 
which I sure would quell controversy about the clean-up & safety of the river.  That, at 
least, is my view. 
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Yeh, Alice

From: William Neil <w.neil@att.net>

Sent: Wednesday, July 16, 2014 10:19 AM

To: Region2 PassaicLower8MileComments

July 15, 2014 
 
As the former Director of Conservation for the NJ Audubon Society (1989-2001), I know the story of 
the Passaic River very well, and am proud to have worked to block the tunnel and instead to have 
begun the flooded property buyout program. 
 
I am in full support of the EPA's preferred river clean up plan, with bank-to-bank dredging and offsite 
proper disposal of the toxic wastes.  It's a human and environmental tragedy to have polluted the 
River so badly in the first place like Troy Chemicals has done and with a badly underemployed and 
paid national workforce, we need to put as many of our citizens at work to make sure there is a viable 
natural world for future generations to live in. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
William R. Neil 
2008 Gainsboro Road 
Rockville, MD  20851 
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Yeh, Alice

From: Maria L. Nieves <mnieves@hudsonchamber.org>

Sent: Thursday, August 07, 2014 4:30 PM

To: Region2 PassaicLower8MileComments

Subject: Passaic Lower 8 Mile Comments

Attachments: HCCC_LettertoEPA_2014.pdf

Please see attached letter, which is also being sent via regular mail today. 

 

Thank you, 

 

Maria L. Nieves | President & CEO 

 

Hudson County Chamber of Commerce 

857 Bergen Avenue, 3rd Floor 

Jersey City, NJ 07306 

201-386-0699 ext. 350 

201-386-8480 (fax) 

201-600-6551 (cell) 

mnieves@hudsonchamber.org 

 

 
Follow us on Facebook  

Read our blog on WordPress 

 



August 7, 20 14 

Ms. Alice Yeh 
Remedial Project Manager 
United States Environmental Protection Agency 
290 Broadway, 19th Floor 
New York, NY 10007-1866 

Dear Ms. Yeh: 

The Hudson County Chamber of Commerce, which represents 350 member companies and 
organizations in Northern New Jersey, is committed to working closely with policy makers at the 
municipal, state and federal levels to enhance the economic vitality of Hudson County. The Chamber, 
established in 1888, has throughout its history advocated for initiatives that invest in the region's 
infrastructure systems and advance the interests of the business community. 

I am writing today to express the Chamber's grave concerns about the Environmental Protection 
Agency's (EPA) proposed plan to dredge 4.3 million cubic yards of sediment from the bottom of the 
Lower Passaic River from River Mile 0 (near Newark Bay) to River Mile 8.3 (near the Newark/Belleville 
border). We are concerned that the proposed plan will be highly disruptive to the region's commerce 
and will not effectively meet the EPA's stated goals. 

We are, however, supportive of the Sustainable Remedy Proposal that has been 
recommended to the EPA by the Lower Passaic River Cooperating Parties Group. We ask 
that the EPA consider this approach, which will: 

• Minimize impacts to the business community and residents. 
• Allow for the highest level of surface sediment to be cleaned up and capped in 5 years. 
• Bring new green infrastructure projects and employment to individuals in New Jersey. 
• Remove the most highly contaminated sediment from the River in a timelier manner. 

The Sustainable Remedy Proposal will utilize adaptive management to ensure that the initial goals set by 
the EPA itself are met, reducing risk to both humans and ecology in the Passaic River. 

Hudson County is home to New Jersey's second largest city, and critical sectors of our local, regional 
and national economy: a robust financial services sector, as well as an industrial base, and manufacturing 
and distribution centers. It is a vital transportation hub and has been an economic driver for the State 
over the past decade. That's why the Chamber is asking the EPA to strongly consider the benefits of 
the Sustainable Remedy Proposal during its comment period on the Proposed Plan for the Lower 8 
Miles of the Passaic River. 

Thank you for your consideration. 

Respectfully, 

Maria Nieves 
President & CEO 

857 BERGEN AVENUE, 3RD FLOOR * JERSEY CITY, NEW JERSEY 07306 

T: 201 .386.0699 I F: 201.386.8480 INFO@HUDSONCHAMBER.ORG 
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Yeh, Alice

From: Rob Buchanan <avironvoile@gmail.com>

Sent: Monday, August 11, 2014 10:54 AM

To: Enck, Judith

Cc: Balla, Richard; rob@harborestuary.org; Adamo, Doug; 

John.F.Tavolaro@nan02.usace.army.mil; karen.greene@noaa.gov; Jeff Myers; Clay 

Sherman; Bridget McKenna; PBalci@dep.nyc.gov; brian mitchell; Bernice Malione; 

meredith; Nellie Tsipoura; rob buchanan; Shino Tanikawa; 

jweis@andromeda.rutgers.edu; Dennis Suszkowski; Ann Fraioli; Brandt, Peter; Negron, 

Nesmarie; SKing@neiwpcc.org; Kate Boicourt; gabriela@harborestuary.org; 

ASlagle@PVSC.COM; plopes@pvsc.nj.gov; rsiegel@panynj.gov; Kerry Kirk-Pflugh 

(kerry.pflugh@dep.state.nj.us); RFleming@dep.nyc.gov; Yeh, Alice; 

Paul.Owen@usace.army.mil; Thomas.Creamer@usace.army.mil; 

jmtierne@gw.dec.state.ny.us; Commissioner@dep.state.nj.us; 

michele.siekerka@dep.state.nj.us; mayor@elizabethnj.org; alicata@dep.nyc.gov; Warren, 

Charles S.; Christopher Zeppie; Filippelli, John; Plevin, Lisa; preich@elizabethnj.org; 

Anne.Tierney@usace.army.mil

Subject: CAC letter re Lower Passaic River Restoration Project

Attachments: PassaicSuperfundComments_CAC_Aug2014_F.pdf

Dear Judith, 

 

Please find attached our letter in support of the comments submitted by the Passaic River Community Advisory 

Group for the Lower Passaic River Restoration Project. 

 

Sincerely, 

Rob Buchanan, NY co-chair, Citizens Advisory Committee, NY-NJ Harbor & Estuary Program 

Meredith Comi, NJ co-chair 

Shino Tanikawa, alternate NY co-chair 

Nellie Tsipoura, alternate NJ co-chair 

 

 

 

 

 



CITIZENS ADVISORY COMMITTEE 
 

 
of the New York – New Jersey 
Harbor & Estuary Program

 
 
To: Judith A. Enck, Regional Administrator, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency Region 2 
  
Cc: Alice Yeh, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency Region 2 
 Management Committee and Policy Committee of the NY-NJ Harbor & Estuary Program. 

   
From: Co-Chairs of the Citizens Advisory Committee of the New York-New Jersey Harbor & 

Estuary Program 
  
Re: EPA proposed cleanup for the Passaic River Superfund site 
 
Date: August 11th, 2014 
 
 
Dear Administrator Enck,  
 
We are writing on behalf of the Citizens Advisory Committee (CAC) of the New York-New Jersey 
Harbor & Estuary Program (HEP). The HEP CAC is an advisory committee established to support 
and advocate for the HEP, a national estuary program.  The CAC is an official committee of the 
Management Committee first convened by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region 2; NY 
State Department of Environmental Conservation; and NJ Department of Environmental Protection 
for the HEP and Bight Restoration Programs. 
 
The purpose of the CAC is to: 1) Provide guidance and advice to the Management Committee on 
Program decision-making on behalf of the diverse stakeholders in the NY-NJ Harbor Estuary and NY 
Bight; 2) Promote public awareness and understanding of the Program’s issues, goals, and 
recommendations; 3) Assist the Management Committee in developing and implementing the 
Comprehensive Conservation and Management Plan (CCMP) as required by Section 320 of the 
Water Quality Act of 1987.   
 
We lend our support to the comments submitted by the Passaic River Community Advisory Group 
(CAG) for the Lower Passaic River Restoration Project. In particular, we support the values on 
Environmental Protection and Restoration articulated by the CAG, specifically:  
 

• Make all decisions in light of a long-term goal to eventually return the river to a fishable, 
swimmable condition 

• Restore the Passaic to a living river and a viable natural resource, with coordinated short 
and long-term efforts to conduct wetlands, habitat, and wildlife restoration 

• Place a high priority on locating natural resource restoration activities in the local 
communities that have been directly affected by the long-term pollution of the river 

• Protect against cross contamination to air, groundwater, and other environmental media 
• Clean sediments to a level that supports the above conditions and limits the potential for 

recontamination. 
 

 
Citizens Advisory Committee Co-Chairs 

 

Meredith Comi, NY/NJ Baykeeper  meredith@nynjbaykeeper.org  732-888-9870 
Rob Buchanan, Village Community Boathouse  avironvoile@gmail.com  917-656-7285 

mailto:meredith@nynjbaykeeper.org
mailto:avironvoile@gmail.com


The HEP CAC agrees with the recommendation that these values be the bases of decision-making 
for not only the Passaic River but for other waterways around the region, regardless of superfund 
status.  
 
While in an ideal world we will remove the contaminated sediment from, and restore the shoreline 
of, the entire stretch of the river, the HEP CAC is keenly aware that such an option is not feasible.  
Thus the HEP CAC agrees with the EPA’s proposed clean-up plan calling for Alternative #3 which 
includes dredging bank-to-bank for the lower eight miles with capping and off-site disposal of the 
dredged materials.  However, we understand that there remain numerous questions and concerns.  
For this historical clean up to be successful, we believe it is critical that EPA continue to commit to 
working with all communities along the River and that EPA fully appreciates the notion that a 
cleaned up river will return the investment in a multitude of ways: social, environmental, and 
economic.   
 
The HEP CAC further recommends:  
 

• Dredging of the navigational channel to the maximum extent so that future maritime 
activities are not compromised 

• Removing sediments bank-to-bank, rather than hot spots 
• Developing a plan for appropriate maintenance dredging, particularly a plan to ensure the 

cap will not be disturbed 
• Considering natural resources restoration and future uses of the river during the design 

phase of the clean-up, so that future activities are not hindered by the clean-up (e.g., cap 
design and placement) 

• Monitoring and maintaining long term so that we can ensure the clean-up is effective and 
remains protective 

• Turning the clean-up into an economic growth opportunity for local workforce and 
businesses 

• Clarifying how the adaptive management strategies will be implemented and respond to the 
needs of the communities along the River 

• Ensuring continued recreational uses of the River during the construction 
• Providing more information on the sediment processing facility and off-site incineration 
• Ensuring the clean-up will not create new problems, such as flooding  
• Engaging the communities on a regular basis on quality of life impacts during construction 

to ensure concerns and problems are adequately addressed 
• Moving forward on the Phase 2 removal in a timely manner 

 
Many of these points require open and transparent communication with the affected communities.  
Only through the commitment to collaboration with the affected communities, will we have a 
successful clean up that best addresses and balances the sometimes conflicting needs.  The HEP 
CAC is hopeful that the EPA and the Passaic River Community Advisory Group will continue to 
engage in constructive dialog as the clean-up moves forward.  We will continue to offer assistance 
in the area of communication and information dissemination to the wider region beyond the 
immediate river communities.  
 
Thank you for the opportunity to submit these comments.  
 
      
The Citizens Advisory Committee, New York-New Jersey Harbor & Estuary Program. 
 

2 



This letter has been adopted by the HEP CAC following procedures established in its bylaws 
(http://www.harborestuary.org/pdf/CAC%20Bylaws-Revision-Jun-03-11-F.pdf). CAC members 
who have voted in support of this letter include: 
 

Meredith Comi, NY/NJ Baykeeper, NJ co-chair, Citizens Advisory Committee of the NY-NJ Harbor & 
Estuary Program 

Rob Buchanan, Village Community Boathouse, NY co-chair, Citizens Advisory Committee of the NY-
NJ Harbor & Estuary Program 

Shino Tanikawa, New York City Soil and Water Conservation District, NY alternate co-chair, 
Citizens Advisory Committee of the NY-NJ Harbor & Estuary Program 

Nellie Tsipoura, New Jersey Audubon, NJ alternate co-chair, Citizens Advisory Committee of the 
NY-NJ Harbor & Estuary Program 

Manuel Russ, Concerned Citizens of Bensonhurst 
Michelle Doran-McBean, Elizabeth River / Arthur Kill Watershed Association 
Newtown Creek Alliance 
 

In addition, this letter has been endorsed by several non-voting CAC members and non members, 
including: 

Harry J. Bubbins, Friends of Brook Park 
Hudson River Boat and Yacht Club Association  
Law Office of Tirza S. Wahrman, LLC 
Linda Mariano, Friends and Residents Of the Greater Gowanus  (FROGG) 
Morton Orentlicher 
Protectors of Pine Oak Woods 

 
*NOTE*: The New York-New Jersey Harbor & Estuary Program is a partner program and its 
members occasionally have conflicting positions on regulatory and management issues. One of the 
Program’s roles is to facilitate the exchange of ideas and to work towards resolution of these issues. 
The opinions of individual agencies or committees do not necessarily reflect the opinion of the 
Program as a whole. 
 
The Citizens Advisory Committee provides guidance and advice to the New York-New Jersey 
Harbor & Estuary Program Management Committee on Program decision making on behalf of the 
diverse stakeholders in the region. Its membership and meetings are open to all interested parties 
in the region that use, or have concerns about, the New York-New Jersey Harbor Estuary and New 
York Bight. The Citizens Advisory Committee is the only body in the New York-New Jersey Harbor & 
Estuary Program that can adopt official positions on issues and topics. These official Citizens 
Advisory Committee positions are adopted by a majority vote of Citizens Advisory Committee 
members. Citizens Advisory Committee positions do not necessarily reflect the opinion of the New 
York-New Jersey Harbor & Estuary Program or its members and partners. 
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District Engineer 

DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
NEW YORK DISTRICT, CORPS OF ENGINEERS 

JACOB K. JAVITS FEDERAL BUILDING 
NEW YORK, N.Y. 10278-0090 

August 25, 2014 

New York District, US Army Corps of Engineers 

Ms. Judith Enck, Regional Administrator 
United States Environmental Protection Agency- Region 2 
290 Broadway 
New York, NY 10007-1866 

Dear Ms. Enck: 

The purpose of this letter is to provide US Army Corps of Engineers, New York District 
comments to EPA's Focused Feasibility Study for the Lower Passaic River. 

Our comments remain consistent with the letter I sent to the National Remedy Review 
Board (NRRB) on 30 November 2012 (enclosed). I request that you accept the NRRB letter as 
our comments for EPA's Focused Feasibility Study for the Lower Passaic River. This request 
was communicated to EPA through Mr. Joseph Seebode on 19 August 2014. 

New York District looks forward to working closely with EPA Region 2 to find the most 
comprehensive, expeditious solution for the Lower Passaic River cleanup. 

Enclosure 

Colonel, Corps of Engineers 
District Commander 



DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
NEW YORK DISTRICT, CORPS OF ENGINEERS 

JACOB K. JAVITS FEDERAL BUILDING 
· NEW YORK, N.Y. 10278·0090 

November 30, 2012 

Programs and Project Management Division 

Ms. Amy Legare 
National Remedy Review Board Chair 
1200 Pennsylvania Avenue, NW, MC5204P 
Washington, DC 20460 

Dear Ms. Legare: 

The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, New York District (USACE) welcomes the 
oppmtunity to provide comments to the Q. S. Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) 
National Remedy Review Board on Region 2's Prefened Alternative for the Lower Passaic 
River Focused Feasibility Study (FFS). The District has been a partner with US EPA and the 
State ofNew Jersey (New Jersey Department of Transportation [NJDOT] and New Jersey 
Departmep.t of Environmental Protection [NJDEP]) since 2003 to develop a comprehensive 
solution for the remediation and restoration of the Lower Passaic River pursuant to the 
Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA) and 
Water Resource Development Act (WRDA) authorities. 

I want to express my sincere appreciation to the USEP A for this valued partnership; we look 
forward to continuing to work together to restore the Passaic River and its valuable economic 
and natural resources. The partners and communities within the region are depending on the 
advancement and successful implementation of the remediation of the Lower Passaic River. The 
implementation of a timely, technically SOW1d remedy is critical for the region and its 
stakeholders to: 

• Protect the health of human and ecological commW1ities in the region; 
• Stop the migration of contaminants downstream :fi:om the Lower Passaic River into the 

NY /NJ Harbor Estuary that will continue to impact the navigation and restoration 
programs throughout the Harbor estuary; 

• Protect the $1.4 billion taxpayer investment in the 50-ft NY/NJ Harbor Deepening 
Project that will be completed by 2014. The Port ofNY/NJ is a major economic engine 
in the NY/NJ Metropolitan Region that serves 35% of the US population, provides 
280,000 jobs and annually is responsible for approximately $54 billion in 
personal/business income and local tax revenue; 

• Restore the existing federal navigation channel in the Passaic River that will allow local 
businesses to regain/maintain economic viability; 

• Improve water and sediment quality to return the river to a fishable and swimmable 
condition; and 

• Implement ecosystem restoration in the Lower Passaic River and other parts of the 
estuary as outlined in the draft Hudson Raritan Estuary Comprehensive Restoration Plan 
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that represents the consensus views of the key stakeholders for restoration within the 
Hudson Raritan Estuary. 

USACE understands that USEPA's Preferred Alternative in the FFS is Altemative 3, 
Capping with Dredging for Flooding and Navigation, with Dredged Material Management 
(DMM) Scenario B, Off-Site Disposal. Under this alternative, 4.3 million cubic yards (CY) of 
contaminated sediments will be dredged from the river and disposed off-site, and 5.3 million CY 
of contaminated sediments will remain in the riverbed beneath an engineered cap. We have some 
technical concerns with the long-tem1 efficacy of an engineered cap over seven miles of a 
dynamic tidal river such as the Lower Passaic. Any capping remedy must be constructed to 
ensure sequestration of all material from erosion during stonn events, river flows , ice flows, 
propeller wash, wave heights, etc., to ensure no contaminant migration from below the cap. The 
concerns are highlighted by the impacts from storm surge as were seen recently during Hurricane 
Sandy. With over 400 acres of river bottom proposed to be capped, it is critical that protocols 
and strict enforcement measures be implemented to ensure that the cap is frequently monitored 
and then maintained, as necessary, in perpetuity. 

The preferred alternative also provides for the use of the authorized federal navigation 
· chatmel in the lower 2.2 miles to accommodate current and potential projected future commercial 
use. The District will continue to assist the USEPA in the process that will be needed prior to 
any recommendation for modification (between RMs 1.2 and 2.2) and de-authorization (above 
RM 2.2) of the currently authorized federal navigation channel within the project area. 

The USACE recognizes the challenges in selecting an appropriate Dredged Material 
Management (DMM) option for the large quantities of sediments removed from the river. All 
DMM options (Contained Aquatic Disposal [CAD] Cells, Decontamination technologies and 
Off-Site Disposal) have significant challenges for implementation. Ideally, the USACE would 
prefer an expedited action that removes all9.6 million CY of contaminated sediments and 
utilizes decontamination technologies to deliver a product that can be beneficially reused. The 
District suppotis USEPA's. willingness to modify the Record of Decision (ROD) if 
decontamination technologies come to fruition. There has been significant investment of more 
than $40 million over the last twenty years to advance decontamination technologies between 
USEPA, NJDOT and the USACE, as well as the implementation of decontamination pilots as 
part of the Lower Passaic RiverRemcdiallnvestigation/Feasibility Study (Rl/FS). The District 
will continue to support the advancement of decontamination technologies as a solution fo.r 
managing contaminated sediments throughout the region. We recognize however, given the high 
cost, extended construction duration, and uncertainties related to treatment and off-site disposal 
for Alternative 2 (removal of9.6 million CY of sediment), this alternative could encounter 
significant challenges that could hamper, delay, or prevent implementation of the critically 
needed remediation of the Passaic River. 
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The Passaic River merits and desperately needs a timely and thorough cleanup that will 
allow the entire NY /NJ Harbor Estuary to improve and function at a higher ecological and 
economic level. We believe work needs to begin on the eight miles as soon as possible so we 
can start to see the benefits of a cleaner river and estuary in the near-term. We ask that careful 
consideration be given to identify a remedial approach that is cost-effective and technically 
sound and that will be implementable in the near-term. 

While the USACE acknowledges the concerns of some partner agencies and non
governmental organizations, we believe that the construction and operation of CAD cells in the 
vicinity of Newark Bay are a viable and technically proven DMM option that would be capable 
of achieving the goals. stated earlier, if other options do not come to fruition. The USACE 
understands that EPA did not select a CAD cell alternative since it was consider~d to be 
"administratively infeasible" and Uilsupported by the State of New Jersey and environmental 
organizations, even when the technology has already been successfully proven in Newark Bay 
(see enclosure: Castagna, 2012;, http://www.asce.org/copri/News!Headlines/2012/Port~s-dredged
materials-management-niethod~keeps-ecohOmy-afloat/) as well as many other areas including 
Boston Harbor, New Bedford H~bor, Providence River, Puget Sound, St. Louis River, Los 
Angeles, Netherlands, Hong Kong, Puerto Rico, Brazil and Belgium. 

Reasons we believe a CAD option should not be dismissed include: 

• CAD cells are proven disposal sites that can be constructed and utilized with only 
localized shart-term·irhp'acts; -- · 

• CAD cells are a DMM Option with the least impacts to the surrounding communities; 
• CAD cells have been. implemented successfully all over the coll!ltry including a local 

success illustrated by the construction, utilization and recent capping of the Newark Bay 
Confined Disposal Facility (NBCDF) in Newark Bay (Note: documents im;luding 
NBCDF Environmental Impact Statement and water quality monitoring .reports are 
available to aid in the evaluation of this DMM Option); 

• CAD cells located in Newark Bay present a unique opportunity due to the ideal natural 
presence of a thick impermeable red-clay shelf over bedrock in a Bay with a well 
established, already impacted, depositional environment (i.e., verylow.potential for 
erosion due to storm events) ensuring the secured and consolidated disposal of 
contaminated sediment in the long-term; 
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• CAD cells are cost-effective and only half the price ($916 million) as compared to Off
Site Disposal ($1.716 billion) and Decontamination Technologies ($1.750 billion) for the 
removal and disposal of 4.3 million CY of sediment; 

• CAD cells are easily sized and economical (only $1.4 billion) to accommodate the larger 
volume of contaminated sediment if decisions were made to dredge the entire 9.6 million 
CY of existing contaminated sediments in the river; and 

• CAD cells can be a source of clean sediment that could be beneficially used to cap the 
Lower Passaic River, abandoned landfills adjacent Newark Bay, and contaminated 
mudflats recently identified in Newark Bay, as well as create and restore habitat 
throughout the region to maximize benefits. 

The Corps of Engineers will continue as a project partner and provide technical support to 
assist the US EPA in planning and implementing a remedial action on the Lower Passaic River. 
The remediation must be accomplished as soon as possible to not only protect human health and 
the environment, but to protect the significant financial investments in deepening the navigation 
channels within the NY/NJ Harbor, as well as ensure that future restoration plans and priorities 
can be advanced within the Lower Passaic' River and the Harbor Estuary. Please feel free to 
contact our Project Manager, Ms. Lisa Baron at 917-790-8306 if you have any questions. 

~ey~, -

~.wen 
Colonel, 'Corps of Engineers 
District Commander 

Enclosure 
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Yeh, Alice

From: Conserve <jonathan@jaffecom.com>

Sent: Tuesday, August 19, 2014 4:36 PM

To: Region2 PassaicLower8MileComments

Cc: jonathan@jaffecom.com

Subject: Help Save the Lower Passaic  - Email to EPA

Ms. Alice Yeh 

Remedial Project Manager, EPA 

290 Broadway, 19th floor 

New York, NY 10007-1866 

Dear Ms. Yeh, 

The EPA should more seriously review and consider other alternatives to its proposed 4.3 million cubic yard 

“bank to bank” dredge, such as a targeted “Sustainable Remedy” that would clean the entire River faster, with 

results comparable to those promised by the EPA’s bank-to-bank proposal and with reduced impact on the host 

communities. 

Thank you. 

Ekaterina Pakhomova  

Eka0406@yahoo.com 

284 American legion dr  

Hackensack 

Nj 

07601 
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Yeh, Alice

From: Pietrykoski, Thomas <Thomas.Pietrykoski@mail.house.gov>

Sent: Wednesday, August 20, 2014 6:41 PM

To: Region2 PassaicLower8MileComments

Cc: Yeh, Alice

Subject: Rep. Pascrell comments

Attachments: 08.20.14 Pascrell_EPA FFS letter.pdf

Please accept the attached comments on behalf of Congressman Bill Pascrell, Jr. regarding the EPA’s proposed cleanup 

plan of the Passaic River.  Thank you. 

 

Tom Pietrykoski 

Communications Director 

U.S. Rep. Bill Pascrell, Jr. 



BILL PASCRELL, JR. 
9TH DISTRICT, NEW JERSEY 

2370 RAYBURN HOUSE OFFICE BUILDING 
WASHINGTON, DC 20515 

1202) 225-5751 
12021 225-57B2 FAX 

ROBERT A. ROE FEDERAL BUILDING 
200 FEDERAL PLAZA, SUITE 500 

PATERSON, NJ 07505 

Qtnngres.s nf tqe lllnite~ §tates 
~nu.Gt nf 1Rtprt.Gtnfatiut.G 

1973) 523-5152 
(9731 523-0637 FAX 

http: //pascrell .house .gov 
bill.pascrell@mail.house.gov 

Alice Yeh 
Remedial Project Manager 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
290 Broadway 
New York, New York 10007-1866 

Dear Ms. Yeh: 

August 20, 2014 

COMMITTEE ON WAYS AND MEANS 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON HEALTH 

COMMITTEE ON THE BUDGET 

I write today to offer my comments on the Environmental Protection Agency's Proposed 
Cleanup Plan for the lower 8 miles of the Passaic River. 

First of all, I would like to commend the EPA for its years of hard work on its Focused 
Feasibility Study (FFS) and its plan to restore the Passaic River. This is an important mnestone 
in moving the cleanup process forward. I also look forward to the completion of the Remedial 
Investigation/Feasibility Study (RifFS) of the entire 17 miles of the Lower Passaic, which I hope 
will result in an achievable plan to restore the entire Lower Passaic. Passaic River communities 
cannot afford to wait any longer to address these difficult problems. The Passaic should be an 
asset to the surrounding communities in Northern New Jersey, not a danger or a liability. It is 
vital that this latest push to address Passaic River contamination result in meaningful action. 

As we know, over two centuries of industrialization have contaminated our Passaic River with 
dangerous substances ranging from dioxins, PCBs and pesticides to mercury and other heavy 
metals. These toxins are known to cause cancer and other serious risks to human health. 
Therefore, the river has long been off limits fo r bathing and seafood consumption , with only 
limited recreational opportunities. Through no fault of their own, Passaic River communities 
have been shut out of vital sectors of our State's economy such as fishing and boating. 

We have seen time and time again that flooding is a persistent issue throughout the Passaic River 
basin. When disasters like Hurricane Sandy strike, our residents have enough to worry about 
without having to fear that flood waters could bring toxic chemicals into their homes. A 
revitalized Passaic River would increase property values and boost economic activity, resulting 
in new wealth for residents and new revenue sources for our towns. Clearly, we have no time to 
lose in finding a solution for the issues with the Passaic River. 

EPA's ambitious Proposed Cleanup Plan calls for a bank to bank dredging of the river' s lower 
eight miles, removing about 4.3 million cubic yards of highly contaminated sediment at a cost of 
roughly $ 1.7 billion. Under this plan, the material removed from the river would be di sposed of 

®~II 



offsite, and the neglected navigational channel for the bottom 2 miles of the river would be 
restored. This is one of the most extensive and costly dredging projects ever proposed by the 
EPA, serving to highlight the unprecedented level of contamination present in the Passaic. 

The fmal details of this proposal must be negotiated between the EPA and the responsible 
parties, who will need to foot the bill. It is my hope that we can work together with the 
responsible parties to quickly implement a solution that thoroughly protects human health and 
our environment. We cannot afford to become bogged down in years of expensive litigation, 
which will only serve to further drag out the process while wasting resources which could be 
better put towards cleanup efforts. 

Although there may be ways to find costs savings to reduce the price tag of the EPA proposal, 
we must not compromise on the level of protection to be offered to residents. Spot treatment of 
problem areas will only leave the riverbed vulnerable to recontamination. This partial solution 
will not suffice. 

In closing, I call on the EPA and other federal agencies, state and local government leaders, the 
responsible parties, and other stakeholders to come together with open minds to agree upon a 
remedy for the Passaic River once and for all. Please let me know if I can be of assistance in 
facilitating a solution which continues to move this process forward. It is my sincere hope that 
the people ofNorthem New Jersey will soon once again enjoy the scenic, recreational, and 
economic benefits the Passaic River can provide. 

Bill Pascrell, Jr. 
Member of Congress 
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Yeh, Alice

From: Phil Passantino <spruceweddings@yahoo.com>

Sent: Wednesday, July 23, 2014 2:46 PM

To: Region2 PassaicLower8MileComments

Subject: Comments on Proposed Passaic River Plan

Dear EPA, 
Please strongly reconsider your proposed plan for the cleanup of the Passaic River, 
and choose Option 1: Remove All Sediment Contamination.  
This is the only option that does not require perpetual maintenance of caps, 
and ends the whole matter properly so this Superfund site can be done with. 
Future generations should not have to struggle with this poison burden! 
 
Thank you for your time :) 
Sincerely,  
Rev. Phil Passantino 



FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE 
May 7, 2014 

Contact: Sandra Meola - Sandra@nynjbaykeeper.org 
Office: 732-888-9870 ext 7 
Mobile: 201-336-464 7 

PRESS RELEASE 

Coalition of Environmental, Labor, Faith and Community Groups Announce Support for EPA's Passaic 
River Cleanup 

NEWARK- A coalition of environmental, labor, faith and community groups will host a press conference 
announcing their coalition and support of the Environmental Protection Agency's (EPA) Passaic River cleanup plan, 
Wednesday May 7'h at 6:00pm outside the Portuguese Sports Club (55 Prospect St in Newark.) Supporting 
organizations will include the Ironbound Community Corporation, NY/NJ Baykeeper and more. 

In an effort to remediate the used and abused Passaic River, the Environmental Protection Agency proposed a 
historic cleanup plan on April 11, 2014. The EPA's preferred cleanup method consists of bank to bank dredging of 
4.3 million cubic yards of the lower 8.3 miles of the River, with a two foot cap. An off-site disposal method at a 
licensed facility, rather than burying the harmful contaminants in Newark Bay, will be the most beneficial in long 
term effectiveness, will reduce toxicity, ecological impacts, and risk to human health. 

"The time has come for everyone involved in this process to finally come together and begin remediation 
immediately," said Raymond Pocino, Vice President and Eastern Regional Manager of the Laborers' International 
Union of North America. "The communities surrounding the Passaic River deserve a river that they can enjoy 
safely without fear of health risks. We believe this bank-to-bank cleanup of the river's lower 8 miles will deliver 
environmental and economic benefits to the communities that surround the Passaic River for generations to come." 

''The EPA's preferred cleanup allows the polluter to pay and not the taxpayers of Newark" said Kim Gaddy, 
Environmental Justice Organizer for Clean Water Action and Chair of the Newark Environmental Commission. "The 
cleanup must be done safely and by well trained workers from Newark, who have a vested stake in achieving a 
thorough clean up of the Passaic River for all residents," Gaddy stated. 

Bill Good, Community Organizer for the Greater Newark HUD Tenants Coalition said, "Those who think the people 
of Newark don't care about the environment. They're wrong. They do care. They want future generations to safely 
enjoy the river. This community can make a real difference. There is no one I've come across that think the EPA's 
preferred cleanup is a bad idea. The response for jobs created from this project will be huge." 

"It is time to return the Passaic River back to our communities," said Debbie Mans, Baykeeper & Executive 
Director. "The corporate polluters need to stop paying their lobbyists and their lawyers and start paying for cleaning 
up the River." 

Joe Della Fave, Executive Director of the Ironbound Community Corporation said, "With a new Riverfront Park, 
Newarkers have greater access to the river than ever before, yet the river remains polluted. The comprehensive 
clean up of the Passaic must begin immediately and this should be funded by the parties responsible for its demise. 
We fully support the EPA clean-up plan. For the sake of Newark's revitalization, the environmental justice our 
community deserves, and for all life along the river, we want a total clean up now!" 

Immediately following the press conference, the EPA will hold the first of three public meetings to inform the public 
of the cleanup plan and to solicit public comments. The meeting starts at 7:00pm inside the Portuguese Sports 
Club. Public comments should be emailed to Passaiclower8MileComments.Reqion2@epa.gov by July 21, 2014 in 
support of the EPA's preferred cleanup plan with off-site disposal at a licensed facility. 



American Friends Service Committee • American Littoral Society • Clean Ocean 
Action • Clean Water Action • Coalition for Healthy Ports • Environment New Jersey • 

Food and Water Watch • Greater Newark Conservancy • Greenfaith • Housing and 
Community Development Network of NJ • Hudson Riverkeeper • Ironbound 

Community Corporation • Ironbound Super Neighborhood Council • La Casa de Don 
Pedro • Metropolitan Waterfront Alliance • National Lawyers Guild of Rutgers School 

of Law Newark • National Resources Defense Council •Newark HUD Tenants 
Coalition • New Community Corporation • New Jersey Communities United • New 

Jersey Community Capital • New Jersey Highlands Coalition • New Labor • NJ 
Environmental Justice Alliance • New York City Environmental Justice Alliance • 
NY/NJ Baykeeper • SEIU 32BJ • Sierra Club NJ Chapter • Sisters of Charity • 

SPARK Friends of Riverbank Park • Teamsters Local 469 • The Trust for Public Land 
• New Jersey Work Environmental Council 

May 7, 2014 

Dear EPA Administrator McCarthy: 

Please accept this letter from the over 30 signed organizations supporting the 
Environmental Protection Agency's proposed cleanup plan for the lower Passaic 
River. 

In an effort to remediate the highly toxic Passaic River, on April 11th, the EPA 
released its Focused Feasibility Study and proposed cleanup plan for the lower 
eight miles of the River. 

The EPA's preferred cleanup method consists of bank-to-bank dredging of 4.3 
million cubic yards of the lower 8.3 miles of the River, with a two-foot cap and off
site disposal of contaminated sediment. This cleanup and disposal method will 
be beneficial with respect to long term effectiveness, will reduce toxicity, 
ecological impacts, and risk to human health. We believe this plan will result in a 
clean and healthy river. 

This bank-to-bank cleanup will deliver environmental and economic benefits to 
the communities surrounding the River for generations to come. 

We are eager to be a part of the solution that reclaims the Passaic River for our 
region. Together, we support EPA's proposed cleanup plan and call on the 
polluters to pay for a full clean up that OUR communities deserve and demand! 

Thank you, . 



Sincerely, 

American Friends Service Committee, Amy Gottlieb 
American Littoral Society, Tim Dillingham 
Clean Ocean Action, Cindy Zipf, Executive Director 
Clean Water Action NJ, David Pringle, Campaign Director 
Coalition for Healthy Ports, Amy Goldsmith 
Environment New Jersey, Doug O'Malley 
Food and Water Watch, Jim Walsh 
Friends of Riverfront Park, Nancy Zak 
Greater Newark Conservatory, Robin Dougherty 
Greenfaith, Rev. Fletcher Harper 
Housing and Community Development Network of NJ, Staci Berger, President 
Hudson Riverkeeper Paul Gallay, President 
Ironbound Community Corporation, Joseph Della Fave 
Ironbound Super Neighborhood Council, Lenny Thomas 
La Casa de Don Pedro, Ray Ocasio 
Metropolitan Waterfront Alliance, Roland Lewis, President and CEO 
National Lawyers Guild of Rutgers School of Law Newark, Victor Monterrosa 
National Resources Defense Council, Lawrence Levine, Senior Attorney 
Newark HUD Tenants Coalition, Bill Good 
New Community Corporation, Richard Rohrman 
New Jersey Communities United, Trina Scordo 
New Jersey Community Capital, Wayne Meyer 
New Jersey Highlands Coalition, Julia Somers 
New Labor, Marien Casillas Pabellion 
New Jersey Environmental Justice Alliance, Dr. Nicky Sheats 
New York City Environmental Justice Alliance, Eddie Bautista 
NY/NJ Baykeeper, Debbie Mans, Executive Director 
SEIU 32BJ 
Sierra Club NJ Chapter, Jeff Tittel, Chapter Director, Dave Yennior, Barbara 
Conovor 
The Sisters of Charity 
SPARK, Nancy Zak 
Teamsters Local 469, Christina Montorio 
The Trust for Public Land, Marc Matsil, New York State Director and Anthony 
Cucchi, State Director NJ and PA 
New Jersey Work Environmental Council, Rick Engler 



1

Yeh, Alice

From: Conserve <jonathan@jaffecom.com>

Sent: Friday, August 08, 2014 12:24 PM

To: Region2 PassaicLower8MileComments

Cc: jonathan@jaffecom.com

Subject: Help Save the Lower Passaic  - Email to EPA

Ms. Alice Yeh 

Remedial Project Manager, EPA 

290 Broadway, 19th floor 

New York, NY 10007-1866 

Dear Ms. Yeh, 

The EPA should more seriously review and consider other alternatives to its proposed 4.3 million cubic yard 

“bank to bank” dredge, such as a targeted “Sustainable Remedy” that would clean the entire River faster, with 

results comparable to those promised by the EPA’s bank-to-bank proposal and with reduced impact on the host 

communities. 

Thank you. 

carmela pellito 

rpellito@hotmail.com 

4 Lincoln Dr. 

Flanders 

New Jersey 

07836 

9735849298 



1

Yeh, Alice

From: Conserve <jonathan@jaffecom.com>

Sent: Friday, August 08, 2014 12:25 PM

To: Region2 PassaicLower8MileComments

Cc: jonathan@jaffecom.com

Subject: Help Save the Lower Passaic  - Email to EPA

Ms. Alice Yeh 

Remedial Project Manager, EPA 

290 Broadway, 19th floor 

New York, NY 10007-1866 

Dear Ms. Yeh, 

The EPA should more seriously review and consider other alternatives to its proposed 4.3 million cubic yard 

“bank to bank” dredge, such as a targeted “Sustainable Remedy” that would clean the entire River faster, with 

results comparable to those promised by the EPA’s bank-to-bank proposal and with reduced impact on the host 

communities. 

Thank you. 

richard pellito 

rpellito@hotmail.com 

4 Lincoln Dr. 

Flanders 

New Jersey 

07836 

9735849298 



May 7, 2014 

signed organizations and 
proposed cleanup 

In an effort to the toxic Passaic 
Focused Feasibility Study and proposed cleanup plan 

The EPA's preferred cleanup method consists of bank-to-bank dredging of 4.3 million cubic 
yards of the lower 8.3 miles of the River, with a two-foot cap and off-site disposal of 
contaminated sediment. This cleanup and disposal method will be beneficial with respect to long 
term effectiveness, will reduce toxicity, ecological impacts, and risk to human health. We 
believe this plan will result in a clean and healthy river. 

This bank-to-bank cleanup will deliver environmental and economic benefits to the communities 
surrounding the River for generations to come. 

We are eager to be a part Passaic River for our Together, 
we support EPA's proposed cleanup plan and call on the polluters to pay for a full clean up that 
OUR communities deserve and demand! 

Thank: you. 

Sincerely, 



May 7, 2014 

Focused Feasibility Study and proposed cleanup plan 

The EPA's preferred cleanup method consists ofbank-to-bank dredging of 4.3 million cubic 
yards of the lower 8.3 miles of the River, with a two-foot cap and off-site disposal of 
contaminated sediment. This cleanup and disposal method will be beneficial with respect to long 
term effectiveness, will reduce toxicity, ecological impacts, and risk to human health. We 
believe this plan will result in a clean and healthy river. 

This bank-to-bank cleanup will deliver environmental and economic benefits to the communities 
surrounding the River for generations to come. 

We are eager to a our Together, 
we support EPA's proposed cleanup plan and call on the polluters to pay for a full clean up that 
OUR communities deserve and demand! 

Thank you. 

Sincerely, 



May 7, 2014 

In an to on 11th, 
Focused Feasibility Study and proposed cleanup plan for the lower eight miles of the River. 

The EPA's preferred cleanup method consists of bank -to-bank dredging of 4.3 million cubic 
yards of the lower 8.3 miles of the River, with a two-foot cap and off-site disposal of 
contaminated sediment This cleanup and disposal method will be beneficial with respect to long 
term effectiveness, will reduce toxicity, ecological impacts, and risk to human health. We 
believe this plan will result in a clean and healthy river. 

This bank-to-bank cleanup will deliver environmental and economic benefits to the communities 
surrounding the River for generations to come. 

We are to a part the Passaic River our region. Together, 
we support EPA's proposed cleanup plan and call on the polluters to pay for a full clean up that 
OUR communities deserve and demand! 

Thank you. 

Sincerely, 



May 7, 2014 

fum ~ oo 
Focused Feasibility Study md proposed cleanup plan for the lower eight 

The EPA's preferred cleanup method consists of bank-to-bank dredging of 4.3 million cubic 
yards of the lower 8.3 miles of the River, with a two-foot cap and off-site disposal of 
contaminated sediment. This cleanup and disposal method will be beneficial with respect to long 
term effectiveness, will reduce toxicity, ecological impacts, and risk to human health. We 
believe this plan will result in a clean and healthy river. 

This bank-to-bank cleanup will deliver environmental and economic benefits to the communities 
surrounding the River for generations to come. 

We are eager to a part our 
we support EPA's proposed cleanup plan and call on the polluters to pay for a full clean up that 
OUR communities deserve and demand! 

Thank you. 

Sincerely, 



May 7, 2014 

In an to toxic on , the 
Focused Feasibility Study and proposed cleanup plan for the lower eight miles of the River. 

The EPA's preferred cleanup method consists ofbank-to-bank dredging of 4.3 million cubic 
yards of the lower 8.3 miles of the River, with a two-foot cap and off-site disposal of 
contaminated sediment. This cleanup and disposal method will be beneficial with respect to long 
term effectiveness, will reduce toxicity, ecological impacts, and risk to human health. We 
believe this plan will result in a clean and healthy river. 

This bank-to-bank cleanup will deliver environmental and economic benefits to the communities 
surrounding the River for generations to come. 

We are eager to a River our ~""~>VJlL 
we support EPA's proposed cleanup plan and call on the polluters to pay for a full clean up that 
OUR communities deserve and demand! 

Thank you. 

Sincerely, 



May 7, 2014 

The EPA's preferred cleanup method consists of bank-to-bank dredging of 4.3 million cubic 
yards of the lower 8.3 miles of the River, with a two-foot cap and off-site disposal of 
contaminated sediment. This cleanup and disposal method will be beneficial with respect to long 
terrn effectiveness, will reduce toxicity, ecological impacts, and risk to human health. We 
believe this plan will result in a clean and healthy river. 

This bank-to-bank cleanup will deliver environmental and economic benefits to the communities 
surrounding the River for generations to come. 

We are eager to be a part the Passaic our~-,..,·~·"·· 
we support EPA's proposed cleanup plan and call on the polluters to pay for a full clean up that 
OUR communities deserve and demand! 

Thank you. 

Sincerely, 



May 7, 2014 

The EPA's preferred cleanup method consists of bank-to-bank dredging of 4.3 million cubic 
yards of the lower 8.3 miles of the River, with a two-foot cap and off-site disposal of 
contaminated sediment. This cleanup and disposal method will be beneficial with respect to long 
term effectiveness, will reduce toxicity, ecological impacts, and risk to human health. We 
believe this plan will result in a clean and healthy river. 

This bank-to-bank cleanup will deliver environmental and economic benefits to the communities 
surrounding the River for generations to come. 

We are eager to a part Passaic our 
we support EPA's proposed cleanup plan and call on the polluters to pay for a full clean up that 
OUR communities deserve and demand! 

Thank you. 

Sincerely, 



May 7, 2014 

The EPA's preferred cleanup method consists of bank -to-bank dredging of 4.3 million cubic 
yards of the lower 8.3 miles of the River, with a two-foot cap and off-site disposal of 
contaminated sediment. This cleanup and disposal method will be beneficial with respect to long 
term effectiveness, will reduce toxicity, ecological impacts, and risk to human health. We 
believe this plan will result in a clean and healthy river. 

This bank -to-bank cleanup will deliver environmental and economic benefits to the communities 
surrounding the River for generations to come. 

We are eager to be a part of the solution that reclaims the Passaic River for our region. Together, 
we support EPA's proposed cleanup plan and call on the polluters to pay for a full clean up that 
OUR communities deserve and demand! 

Thank you. 



May7,2014 

In an effort to on 
Focused Feasibility Study and proposed cleanup plan for 

The EPA's preferred cleanup method consists of bank-to-bank dredging of 4.3 million cubic 
yards of the lower 8.3 miles of the River, with a two-foot cap and off-site disposal of 
contaminated sediment. This cleanup and disposal method will be beneficial with respect to long 
term effectiveness, will reduce toxicity, ecological impacts, and risk to human health. We 
believe this plan will result in a clean and healthy river. 

This bank-to-bank cleanup will deliver environmental and economic benefits to the communities 
surrounding the River for generations to come. 

We are eager to be a part of the that Passaic River for our 
we support EPA's proposed cleanup plan and call on the polluters to pay for a full clean up that 
OUR communities deserve and demand! 

Thank you. 

Sincerely, 



May 7, 2014 

In an to remediate on 
Focused Feasibility Study and proposed cleanup plan for the lower eight miles of the River. 

The EPA's preferred cleanup method consists ofbank-to-bank dredging of 4.3 million cubic 
yards of the lower 8.3 miles of the River, with a two-foot cap and off-site disposal of 
contaminated sediment. This cleanup and disposal method will be beneficial with respect to long 
term effectiveness, will reduce toxicity, ecological impacts, and risk to human health. We 
believe this plan will result in a clean and healthy river. 

This bank-to-bank cleanup will deliver environmental and economic benefits to the communities 
surrounding the River for generations to come. 

We are eager to be a Passaic for our 
we support EPA's proposed cleanup plan and call on the polluters to pay for a full clean up that 
OUR communities deserve and demand! 

Thank you. 



May7, 2014 

In an to LVLH'-'\.UUCv 

Focused Feasibility Study and proposed cleanup plan 

The EPA's preferred cleanup method consists of bank-to-bank dredging of 4.3 million cubic 
yards of the lower 8.3 miles of the River, with a two-foot cap and off-site disposal of 
contaminated sediment. This cleanup and disposal method will be beneficial with respect to long 
term effectiveness, will reduce toxicity, ecological impacts, and risk to human health. We 
believe this plan will result in a clean and healthy river. 

This bank-to-bank cleanup will deliver environmental and economic benefits to the communities 
surrounding the River for generations to come. 

We are eager to be a part of the for our 
we support EPA's proposed cleanup plan and call on the polluters to pay for a full clean up that 
OUR communities deserve and demand! 

Thank you. 

Sincerely, 



May 7, 2014 

In an to H•<Hv•-u ... cv on its 
Focused Feasibility Study and proposed "''-''"HL<IJ plan for the lower eight miles of the River. 

The EPA's preferred cleanup method consists ofbank-to-bank dredging of 4.3 million cubic 
yards of the lower 8.3 miles of the River, with a two-foot cap and off-site disposal of 
contaminated sediment. This cleanup and disposal method will be beneficial with respect to long 
term effectiveness, will reduce toxicity, ecological impacts, and risk to human health. We 
believe this plan will result in a clean and healthy river. 

This bank-to-bank cleanup will deliver environmental and economic benefits to the communities 
surrounding River for generations to come. 

We are to a part solution the Passaic River our region. Together, 
we support EPA's proposed cleanup plan and call on the polluters to pay for a full clean up that 
OUR communities deserve and demand! 

Thank: you. 

Sincerely, 



May 7, 2014 

Please accept this letter from the signed organizations and residents supporting the 
Environmental Protection Agency's proposed cleanup plan for the lower Passaic River. 
In an effort to remediate the highly toxic Passaic River, on April 11 t\ the EPA released its 
Focused Feasibility Study and proposed cleanup plan for the lower eight miles of the River. 

The EPA's preferred cleanup method consists of bank-to-bank dredging of 4.3 million cubic 
yards of the lower 8.3 miles of the River, with a two-foot cap and off-site disposal of 
contaminated sediment. This cleanup and disposal method will be beneficial with respect to long 
term effectiveness, will reduce toxicity, ecological impacts, and risk to human health. We 
believe this plan will result in a clean and healthy river. 

This bank-to-bank cleanup will deliver environmental and economic benefits to the communities 
surrounding the River for generations to come. 

We are eager to be a part of the solution that reclaims the Passaic River for our region. Together, 
we support EPA's proposed cleanup plan and call on the polluters to pay for a full clean up that 
OUR communities deserve and demand! 

Thank you. 

Sincerely, 



May 7, 2014 

The EPA's preferred cleanup method consists of bank-to-bank dredging of 4.3 million cubic 
yards of the lower 8.3 miles of the River, with a two-foot cap and off-site disposal of 
contaminated sediment. This cleanup and disposal method will be beneficial with respect to long 
term effectiveness, will reduce toxicity, ecological impacts, and risk to human health. We 
believe this plan will result in a clean and healthy river. 

This bank-to-bank cleanup will deliver environmental and economic benefits to the communities 
surrounding the River for generations to come. 

We are eager to be a part that River for our Together, 
we support EPA's proposed cleanup plan and call on the polluters to pay for a full clean up that 
OUR communities deserve and demand! 

Thank you. 



May 7, 2014 

residents supporting the 
for the 

In an effort to highly Passaic on April 1 , EPA released its 
Focused Feasibility Study and proposed cleanup plan for the lower eight miles of the River. 

The EPA's preferred cleanup method consists of bank-to-bank dredging of 4.3 million cubic 
yards of the lower 8.3 miles of the River, with a two-foot cap and off-site disposal of 
contaminated sediment. This cleanup and disposal method will be beneficial with respect to long 
term effectiveness, will reduce toxicity, ecological impacts, and risk to human health. We 
believe this plan will result in a clean and healthy river. 

This bank-to-bank cleanup will deliver environmental and economic benefits to the communities 
surrounding the River for generations to come. 

We are eager to a of the solution Passaic River for our region. 
we support EPA's proposed cleanup plan and call on the polluters to pay for a full clean up that 
OUR communities deserve and demand! 

Thank you. 

Sincerely, 



May7, 2014 

fum ~ oo 
Focused Feasibility Study and proposed clemup plan for the lower eight miles of the River. 

The EPA's preferred clemup method consists ofbank-to-bank dredging of 4.3 million cubic 
yards of the lower 8.3 miles of the River, with a two-foot cap and off-site disposal of 
contaminated sediment. This clemup and disposal method will be beneficial with respect to long 
term effectiveness, will reduce toxicity, ecological impacts, and risk to humm health. We 
believe this plan will result in a clean and healthy river. 

This bank-to-bank cleanup will deliver environmental and economic benefits to the communities 
surrounding the River for generations to come. 

We are eager to be a part of the solution Passaic our region. Together, 
we support EPA's proposed cleanup plan and call on the polluters to pay for a full clem up that 
OUR communities deserve and demand! 

Thank: you. 

Sincerely, 



May 7,2014 

The EPA's preferred cleanup method consists ofbank-to-bank dredging of 4.3 million cubic 
yards ofthe lower 8.3 miles of the River, with a two-foot cap and off-site disposal of 
contaminated sediment. This cleanup and disposal method will be beneficial with respect to long 
term effectiveness, will reduce toxicity, ecological impacts, and risk to human health. We 
believe this plan will result in a clean and healthy river. 

This bank-to-bank cleanup will deliver environmental and economic benefits to the communities 
surrounding the River for generations to come. 

We are eager to be a part of the solution that the Passaic River for our region. 
we support EPA's proposed cleanup plan and call on the polluters to pay for a full clean up that 
OUR communities deserve and demand! 

Thank you. 

Sincerely, 



May 7, 2014 

In an to rerne<1Ia1te on 
Focused Feasibility Study and proposed cleanup for the lower eight miles of the River. 

The EPA's preferred cleanup method consists of bank-to-bank dredging of 4.3 million cubic 
yards of the lower 8.3 miles of the River, with a two-foot cap and off-site disposal of 
contaminated sediment. This cleanup and disposal method will be beneficial with respect to long 
term effectiveness, will reduce toxicity, ecological impacts, and risk to human health. We 
believe this plan will result in a clean and healthy river. 

This bank-to-bank cleanup will deliver environmental and economic benefits to the communities 
surrounding the River for generations to come. 

We are eager to be a part our region. 
we support EPA's proposed cleanup plan and call on the polluters to pay for a full clean up that 
OUR communities deserve and demand! 

Thank you. 

Sincerely, 



May7, 2014 

Environmental 1-'rrYtc>.~h rw• 

In an to on April 1 
Focused Feasibility Study and proposed cleanup plan for the lower eight miles of the River. 

The EPA's preferred cleanup method consists of bank-to-bank dredging of 4.3 million cubic 
yards of the lower 8.3 miles of the River, with a two-foot cap and off-site disposal of 
contaminated sediment. This cleanup and disposal method will be beneficial with respect to long 
term effectiveness, will reduce toxicity, ecological impacts, and risk to human health. We 
believe this plan will result in a clean and healthy river. 

This bank-to-bank cleanup will deliver environmental and economic benefits to the communities 
surrounding the River for generations to come. 

We are eager to a part of the our •v"'''-''''· 

we support EPA's proposed cleanup plan and call on the polluters to pay for a full clean up that 
OUR communities deserve and demand! 

Thank you. 

Sincerely, 



May 7, 2014 

Environmental Agency's proposed cleanup plan for the 
In an effort to on 1 
Focused Feasibility Study and proposed cleanup plan for the lower eight miles of the River. 

The EPA's preferred cleanup method consists of bank-to-bank dredging of 4.3 million cubic 
yards of the lower 8.3 miles of the River, with a two-foot cap and off-site disposal of 
contaminated sediment. This cleanup and disposal method will be beneficial with respect to long 
term effectiveness, will reduce toxicity, ecological impacts, and risk to human health. We 
believe this plan will result in a clean and healthy river. 

This bank-to-bank. cleanup will deliver environmental and economic benefits to the communities 
surrounding the River for generations to come. 

We are eager to be a part of the solution that reclaims the Passaic River for our region. Together, 
we support EPA's proposed cleanup plan and call on the polluters to pay for a full clean up that 
OUR communities deserve and demand! 

Thank you. 

Sincerely, 



May 7, 2014 

the lower Passaic 
In an to on llth, the EPA L"''"'"'~'" .... 
Focused Feasibility Study and proposed cleanup plan for the lower eight miles of the River. 

The EPA's preferred cleanup method consists of bank-to-bank dredging of 4.3 million cubic 
yards of the lower 8.3 miles of the River, with a two-foot cap and off-site disposal of 
contaminated sediment. This cleanup and disposal method will be beneficial with respect to long 
term effectiveness, will reduce toxicity, ecological impacts, and risk to human health. We 
believe this plan will result in a clean and healthy river. 

This bank-to-bank cleanup will deliver environmental and economic benefits to the communities 
surrounding the River for generations to come. 

We are eager to be a part of the solution that reclaims Passaic River for our Together, 
we support EPA's proposed cleanup plan and call on the polluters to pay for a full clean up that 
OUR communities deserve and demand! 

Thank you. 

Sincerely, 



May 7, 2014 

fum ~ oo 
Focused Feasibility Study and proposed cleanup plan for the lower eight miles of the River. 

The EPA's preferred cleanup method consists of bank-to-bank dredging of 4.3 million cubic 
yards of the lower 8.3 miles of the River, with a two-foot cap and off-site disposal of 
contaminated sediment. This cleanup and disposal method will be beneficial with respect to long 
term effectiveness, will reduce toxicity, ecological impacts, and risk to human health. We 
believe this plan will result in a clean and healthy river. 

This bank-to-bank cleanup will deliver environmental and economic benefits to the communities 
surrounding the River for generations to come. 

We are eager to be a part of the solution that reclaims the Passaic River for our region. Together, 
we support EPA's proposed cleanup plan and call on the polluters to pay for a full clean up that 
OUR communities deserve and demand! 

Thank you. 

Sincerely, 



May 7, 2014 

nvj1rmnn<ema1 Protection Agency's proposed cleanup plan 
In an effort to on 
Focused Feasibility Study and proposed cleanup plan for the lower eight miles of the River. 

The EPA's preferred cleanup method consists ofbank:-to-bank dredging of 4.3 million cubic 
yards of the lower 8.3 miles of the River, with a two-foot cap and off-site disposal of 
contaminated sediment. This cleanup and disposal method will be beneficial with respect to long 
term effectiveness, will reduce toxicity, ecological impacts, and risk to human health. We 
believe this plan will result in a clean and healthy river. 

This bank-to-bank cleanup will deliver environmental and economic benefits to the communities 
surrounding the River for generations to come. 

We are eager to be a part of the solution that reclaims the Passaic River for our region. Together, 
we support EPA's proposed cleanup plan and call on the polluters to pay for a full clean up that 
OUR communities deserve and demand! 

Thank you. 

Sincerely, 



May 7, 2014 

accept 
Environmental Protection 
In an to n.->JlH.Alla.''"' 

Focused Feasibility Study and proposed cleanup plan for the lower eight miles of the River. 

The EPA's preferred cleanup method consists of bank-to-bank dredging of 4.3 million cubic 
yards of the lower 8.3 miles of the River, with a two-foot cap and off-site disposal of 
contaminated sediment. This cleanup and disposal method will be beneficial with respect to long 
term effectiveness, will reduce toxicity, ecological impacts, and risk to human health. We 
believe this plan will result in a clean and healthy river. 

This bank -to-bank cleanup will deliver environmental and economic benefits to the communities 
surrounding the River for generations to come. 

We are eager to be a part of the solution that reclaims the Passaic River for our region. Together, 
we support EPA's proposed cleanup plan and call on the polluters to pay for a full clean up that 
OUR communities deserve and demand! 

Thank you. 

Sincerely, 



May 7, 2014 

Please accept this letter from the signed organizations and residents supporting the 
Environmental Protection Agency's proposed cleanup plan for the lower Passaic River. 
In an effort to remediate the highly toxic Passaic River, on Aprilll 1

\ the EPA released its 
Focused Feasibility Study and proposed cleanup plan for the lower eight miles of the River. 

The EPA's preferred cleanup method consists of bank-to-bank dredging of 4.3 million cubic 
yards of the lower 8.3 miles of the River, with a ~two-foot cap and off-site disposal of 
contaminated sediment. This cleanup and disposal method will be beneficial with respect to long 
term effectiveness, will reduce toxicity, ecological impacts, and risk to human health. We 
believe this plan will result in a clean and healthy river. 

This bank-to-bank cleanup will deliver environmental and economic benefits to the communities 
surrounding the River for generations to come. 

We are eager to be a part of the solution that reclaims the Passaic River for our region. Together, 
we support EPA's proposed cleanup plan and call on the polluters to pay for a full clean up that 
OUR communities deserve and demand! 

Thank you. 



May 7, 2014 

accept organizations 
Environmental Protection cleanup 
In an effort to remediate the highly toxic Passaic River, on April 11th, EPA released its 
Focused Feasibility Study and proposed cleanup plan for the lower eight miles of the River. 

The EPA's preferred cleanup method consists of bank-to-bank dredging of 4.3 million cubic 
yards of the lower 8.3 miles ofthe River, with a two-foot cap and off-site disposal of 
contaminated sediment. This cleanup and disposal method will be beneficial with respect to long 
term effectiveness, will reduce toxicity, ecological impacts, and risk to human health. We 
believe this plan will result in a clean and healthy river. 

This bank-to-bank cleanup will deliver environmental and economic benefits to the communities 
surrounding the River for generations to come. 

We are eager to be a part of the solution that reclaims the Passaic River for our region. Together, 
we support EPA's proposed cleanup plan and call on the polluters to pay for a full clean up that 
OUR communities deserve and demand! 

Thank you. 

Sincerely, 





7,2014 

In an effort to remediate the highly toxic Passaic River, on April 1 , the EPA released its 
Focused Feasibility Study and proposed cleanup plan the lower eight miles of the River. 

The EPA's preferred cleanup method consists ofbank-to-bank dredging of 4.3 million cubic 
yards ofthe lower 8.3 miles of the River, with a two-foot cap and off-site disposal of 
contaminated sediment. This cleanup and disposal method will be beneficial with respect to long 
term effectiveness, will reduce toxicity, ecological impacts, and risk to human health. We 
believe this plan will result in a clean and healthy river. 

This bank-to-bank cleanup will deliver environmental and economic benefits to the communities 
surrounding the River for generations to come. 

We are eager to be a part ofthe solution that reclaims the Passaic River for our region. Together, 
we support EPA's proposed cleanup plan and call on the polluters to pay for a full clean up that 
OUR communities deserve and demand! 

Thank you. 

Sincerely, 





7, 

an effort to remediate the highly toxic River, on April 11th, the EPA released 
Focused Feasibility Study and proposed "''"''"'ll"'" plan for the eight miles River. 

The EPA's preferred cleanup method consists of bank-to-bank dredging of 4.3 million cubic 
yards of the lower 8.3 miles of the River, with a two-foot cap and off-site disposal of 
contaminated sediment. This cleanup and disposal method will be beneficial with respect to long 
term effectiveness, will reduce toxicity, ecological impacts, and risk to human health. We 
believe this plan will result in a clean and nver. 

This bank-to-bank cleanup will deliver environmental and economic benefits to the communities 
surrounding the River for generations to come. 

We are eager to be a part of the solution that reclaims the Passaic River for our region. Together, 
we support EPA's proposed cleanup plan and call on the polluters to pay for a full clean up that 
OUR communities deserve and demand! 

Thank you. 

Sincerely, 





May 7, 2014 

signed 
Agency's proposed plan for 

an to remediate the highly toxic Passaic River, on April 11th, the EPA released 
Focused Feasibility Study and proposed cleanup plan for the lower eight miles of the River. 

The EPA's preferred cleanup method consists of bank-to-bank dredging of 4.3 million cubic 
yards of the lower 8.3 miles of the River, with a two-foot cap and off-site disposal of 
contaminated sediment. This cleanup and disposal method will be beneficial with respect to long 
term effectiveness, will reduce toxicity, ecological impacts, and risk to human health. We 
believe this plan will result in a clean and healthy river. 

This bank-to-bank cleanup will deliver environmental and economic benefits to the communities 
surrounding the River for generations to come. 

We are eager to be a part of the solution that reclaims the Passaic River for our region. Together, 
we support EPA's proposed cleanup plan and call on the polluters to pay for a full clean up that 
OUR communities deserve and demand! 

Thank you. 

Sincerely, 

(Print) (Sign) 





May 7, 2014 

vm:mrnermu Protection proposed cleanup 
an effort to remediate the highly toxic Passaic River, on April 11th' the EPA released its 

Focused Feasibility Study and proposed cleanup plan for the lower eight miles of the River. 

The EPA's preferred cleanup method consists ofbank:-to-bank dredging of 4.3 million cubic 
yards of the lower 8.3 miles of the River, with a two-foot cap and off-site disposal of 
contaminated sediment. This cleanup and disposal method will be beneficial with respect to long 
term effectiveness, will reduce toxicity, ecological impacts, and risk to human health. We 
believe this plan will result in a clean and healthy river. 

This bank-to-bank cleanup will deliver environmental and economic benefits to the communities 
surrounding the River for generations to come. 

We are eager to be a part of the solution that reclaims the Passaic River for our region. Together, 
we support EPA's proposed cleanup plan and call on the polluters to pay for a full clean up that 
OUR communities deserve and demand! 

Thank you. 

Sincerely, 







May7, 2014 

nVJlrorlm<~nt:a! Protection Agency's the 
In an effort to remediate the highly toxic Passaic River, on April 11th' the EPA released 
Focused Feasibility Study and proposed cleanup plan for the lower eight miles of the River. 

The EPA's preferred cleanup method consists ofbank-to-bank dredging of 4.3 million cubic 
yards of the lower 8.3 miles of the River, with a two-foot cap and off-site disposal of 
contaminated sediment. This cleanup and disposal method will be beneficial with respect to long 
term effectiveness, will reduce toxicity, ecological impacts, and risk to human health. We 
believe this plan will result in a clean and healthy river. 

bank-to-bank cleanup will deliver environmental and economic benefits to the communities 
surrounding the River for generations to come. 

We are eager to be a part of the solution that reclaims the Passaic River for our region. Together, 
we support EPA's proposed cleanup plan and call on the polluters to pay for a full clean up that 
OUR communities deserve and demand! 

Thank: you. 

Sincerely, 



May 7, 2014 
Please accept this letter from the signed organizations and residents supporting 

Environmental Protection Agency's proposed cleanup plan for the lower Passaic 
In an effort to remediate the highly toxic Passaic River, on April 11th, the EPA 

released Focused Feasibility Study and proposed cleanup plan for the lower eight 
miles of the River. 

The EPA's preferred cleanup method consists of bank-to-bank dredging of 4.3 
million cubic yards of the lower 8.3 miles of the River, with a two-foot cap and off-site 
disposal of contaminated sediment. This cleanup and disposal method will be beneficial 
with respect to long term effectiveness, will reduce toxicity, ecological impacts, and risk 
to human health. We believe this plan will result in a clean and healthy river. 

This bank-to-bank cleanup will deliver environmental and economic benefits to 
the communities surrounding the River for generations to come. We are eager to be a 
part of the solution that reclaims the Passaic River for our region. Together, we support 
EPA's proposed cleanup plan and call on the polluters to pay for a full clean up that 
OUR communities deserve and demand! 
Thank you. 
Sif'1gerely, 

II v 
" i /;~Jt ;· : "~ 

(Print) (Sign) 













7, 

orctoosed cleanup 
an effort to remediate the highly toxic Passaic River, on April 11th, the EPA released its 

uvuc~cou Feasibility Study and proposed cleanup plan for lower eight miles of the River. 

The EPA's preferred cleanup method consists ofbank-to-bank: dredging of 4.3 million cubic 
yards of the lower 8.3 miles of the River, with a two-foot cap and off-site disposal of 
contaminated sediment. This cleanup and disposal method will be beneficial with respect to long 
term effectiveness, will reduce toxicity, ecological impacts, and risk to human health. We 
believe this plan will result in a clean and healthy river. 

This bank-to-bank cleanup will deliver environmental and economic benefits to the communities 
surrounding the River for generations to come. 

We are eager to be a part of the solution that reclaims the Passaic River for our region. Together, 
we support EPA's proposed cleanup plan and call on the polluters to pay for a full clean up that 
OUR communities deserve and demand! 

Thank: you. 

Sincerely, 





May 7, 2014 
Please accept this letter from the signed organizations and residents supporting 

the Environmental Protection Agency's proposed cleanup plan for the lower Passaic 
River. In an effort to remediate the highly toxic Passaic River, on April 11th, the EPA 
released its Focused Feasibility Study and proposed cleanup plan for the lower eight 
miles of the River. 

The EPA's preferred cleanup method consists of bank-to-bank dredging of 4.3 
million cubic yards of the lower 8.3 miles of the River, with a two-foot cap and off-site 
disposal of contaminated sediment. This cleanup and disposal method will be beneficial 
with respect to long term effectiveness, will reduce toxicity, ecological impacts, and risk 
to human health. We believe this plan will result in a clean and healthy river. 

This bank-to-bank cleanup will deliver environmental and economic benefits to 
the communities surrounding the River for generations to come. We are eager to be a 
part of the solution that reclaims the Passaic River for our region. Together, we support 
EPA's proposed cleanup plan and call on the polluters to pay for a full clean up that 
OUR communities deserve and demand! 
Thank you. 
Sincerely, 

(Print) (Sign) 









7,2014 

'"!<.'"'"'..._ organizations 
nrc,no:sed cleanup 

an effort to remediate the highly toxic Passaic River, on April 11th' the EPA released its 
Focused Feasibility Study and proposed cleanup plan for the lower eight miles of the 

The EPA's preferred cleanup method consists ofbank-to-bank dredging of 4.3 million cubic 
yards of the lower 8.3 miles of the River, with a two-foot cap and off-site disposal of 
contaminated sediment. This cleanup and disposal method will be beneficial with respect to long 
term effectiveness, will reduce toxicity, ecological impacts, and risk to human health. We 
believe this plan will result in a clean and healthy river. 

This bank-to-bank cleanup will deliver environmental and economic benefits to the communities 
surrounding the River for generations to come. 

We are eager to be a part of the solution that reclaims the Passaic River for our region. Together, 
we support EPA's proposed cleanup plan and call on the polluters to pay for a full clean up that 
OUR communities deserve and demand! 

Thank you. 

Sincerely, 





May 7, 2014 

Agency's the 
an effort to remediate the highly toxic Passaic River, on April 11 t\ the EPA released its 

Focused Feasibility Study and proposed cleanup plan for the lower eight miles of the River. 

The EPA's preferred cleanup method consists ofbank-to-bank dredging of 4.3 million cubic 
yards of the lower 8.3 miles ofthe River, with a two-foot cap and off-site disposal of 
contaminated sediment. This cleanup and disposal method will be beneficial with respect to long 
term effectiveness, will reduce toxicity, ecological impacts, and risk to human health. We 
believe this plan will result in a clean and healthy river. 

This bank-to-bank cleanup will deliver environmental and economic benefits to the communities 
surrounding the River for generations to come. 

We are eager to be a part of the solution that reclaims the Passaic River for our region. Together, 
we support EPA's proposed cleanup plan and call on polluters to pay for a full clean up that 
OUR communities deserve and demand! 

Thank you. 

Sincerely, 

(Print) 





7,2014 

an effort to remediate the highly toxic 
Focused Feasibility Study and proposed ..., • ..., ...... ,.,_, 

The EPA's preferred cleanup method consists ofbank-to-bank dredging of 4.3 million cubic 
yards of the lower 8.3 miles of the River, with a two-foot cap and off-site disposal of 
contaminated sediment. This cleanup and disposal method will be beneficial with respect to long 
term effectiveness, will reduce toxicity, ecological impacts, and risk to human health. We 
believe this plan will result a clean and healthy river. 

This bank-to-bank cleanup will deliver environmental and economic benefits to the communities 
surrounding the River for generations to come. 

We are eager to a part of the solution that reclaims the Passaic River for our region. Together, 
we support EPA's proposed cleanup plan and call on the polluters to pay for a full clean up that 
OUR communities deserve and demand! 

Thank you. 

Sincerely, 

(Sign) 





7,2014 

vwomne11ta1 Prcltec:twn Agency's proposed plan Passaic 
an effort to remediate the highly toxic Passaic River, on April 11th' the EPA released its 

Focused Feasibility Study and proposed cleanup plan for the lower eight miles of the River. 

The EPA's preferred cleanup method consists ofbank-to-bank: dredging of 4.3 million cubic 
yards of the lower 8.3 miles of the River, with a two-foot cap and off-site disposal of 
contaminated sediment. This cleanup and disposal method will be beneficial with respect to long 
term effectiveness, will reduce toxicity, ecological impacts, and risk to human health. We 
believe this plan will result in a clean and healthy river. 

This bank-to-bank cleanup will deliver environmental and economic benefits to the communities 
surrounding the River for generations to come. 

We are eager to be a part of the solution that reclaims the Passaic River for our region. Together, 
we support EPA's proposed cleanup plan and call on the polluters to pay for a full clean up that 
OUR communities deserve and demand! 

Thank you. 

Sincerely, 

(Print) (Sign) 





May 7, 2014 

PfCltec:tlOU Agency's DrCIDO:sea vLvUUCLfJ 

an effort to remediate the highly toxic Passaic River, on April 1 , the EPA released 
Focused Feasibility Study and proposed cleanup plan for the lower eight miles of the River. 

The EPA's preferred cleanup method consists ofbank-to-bank dredging of 4.3 million cubic 
yards of the lower 8.3 miles ofthe River, with a two-foot cap and off-site disposal of 
contaminated sediment. This cleanup and disposal method will be beneficial with respect to long 
term effectiveness, will reduce toxicity, ecological impacts, and risk to human health. We 
believe this plan will result in a clean and healthy river. 

This bank-to-bank cleanup will deliver environmental and economic benefits to the communities 
surrounding the River for generations to come. 

We are eager to be a part of the solution that reclaims the Passaic River for our region. Together, 
we support EPA's proposed cleanup plan and call on the polluters to pay for a full clean up that 
OUR communities deserve and demand! 

Thank you. 

Sincerely, 





May 7, 2014 

Please accept letter from the signed organizations and residents supporting the 
Environmental Protection Agency's proposed cleanup plan for the lower Passaic River. 
In an effort to remediate the highly toxic Passaic River, on Aprilll t\ the EPA released its 
Focused Feasibility Study and proposed cleanup plan for the lower eight miles of the River. 

The EPA's preferred cleanup method consists of bank-to-bank dredging of 4.3 million cubic 
yards of the lower 8.3 miles of the River, with a two-foot cap and off-site disposal of 
contaminated sediment. This cleanup and disposal method will be beneficial with respect to long 
term effectiveness, will reduce toxicity, ecological impacts, and risk to human health. We 
believe this plan will result in a clean and healthy river. 

This bank-to-bank cleanup will deliver environmental and economic benefits to the communities 
surrounding the River for generations to come. 

We are eager to be a part of the solution that reclaims the Passaic River for our region. Together, 
we support EPA's proposed cleanup plan and call on the polluters to pay for a full clean up that 
OUR communities deserve and demand! 

Thank you. 

Sincerely, 
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May 7, 2014 

Please accept this letter from the signed organizations and residents supporting the 
Environmental Protection Agency's proposed cleanup plan for the lower Passaic River. 
In an effort to remediate the highly toxic Passaic River, on April 11 th, the EPA 
Focused Feasibility Study and proposed cleanup plan for the lower eight mil~~ 
River. its 

The EPA's preferred cleanup method consists of bank-to-bank dredging of 4.3 million 
yuh!~ of the lower 8.3 miles of the River, with a two-foot cap and off-site disposal of 
contaminated sediment. This cleanup and disposal method will be beneficial with 
f~~ef:f:\SeiPJlfuess, will reduce toxicity, ecological impacts, and risk to human health. 
f'.Mfieve this plan will result in a clean and healthy river. 

This bank-to-bank cleanup will deliver environmental and economic benefits to the 
§iliftm\\tlili~sthe River for generations to come. 

We are eager to be a part of the solution that reclaims the Passaic River for our region. 
~~tffirt EPA's proposed cleanup plan and call on the polluters to pay for a full clean 
QIUR~ommunities deserve and demand! 
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May 7, 2014 

accept this letter from the signed organizations and residents supporting the 
Environmental Protection Agency's proposed cleanup plan for the lower Passaic River. 
In an effort to remediate the highly toxic Passaic River, on April 11th, the EPA released its 
Focused Feasibility Study and proposed cleanup plan for the lower eight miles of the River. 

The EPA's preferred cleanup method consists ofbank-to-bank dredging of 4.3 million cubic 
yards of the lower 8.3 miles of the River, with a two-foot cap and off-site disposal of 
contaminated sediment. This cleanup and disposal method will be beneficial with respect to long 
term effectiveness, will reduce toxicity, ecological impacts, and risk to human health. We 
believe this plan will result in a clean and healthy river. 

This bank-to-bank cleanup will deliver environmental and economic benefits to the communities 
surrounding the River for generations to come. 

We are eager to be a part of the solution that reclaims the Passaic River for our region. Together, 
we support EPA's proposed cleanup plan and call on the polluters to pay for a full clean up that 
OUR communities deserve and demand! 

Thank you. 

Sincerely, 





May7, 2014 

accept this letter from the signed organizations and residents supporting the 
Environmental Protection Agency's proposed cleanup plan for the lower Passaic River. 
In an effort to remediate the highly toxic Passaic River, on April 11th, the EPA released its 
Focused Feasibility Study and proposed cleanup plan for the lower eight miles of the River. 

The EPA's preferred cleanup method consists ofban.k-to-bank dredging of 4.3 million cubic 
yards of the lower 8.3 miles of the River, with a two-foot cap and off-site disposal of 
contaminated sediment. This cleanup and disposal method will be beneficial with respect to long 
term effectiveness, will reduce toxicity, ecological impacts, and risk to human health. We 
believe this plan will result in a clean and healthy river. 

This bank-to-bank cleanup will deliver environmental and economic benefits to the communities 
surrounding the River for generations to come. 

We are eager to be a part of the solution that reclaims the Passaic River for our region. Together, 
we support EPA's proposed cleanup plan and call on the polluters to pay for a full clean up that 
OUR communities deserve and demand! 

Thank you. 

Sincerely, 





May 7, 2014 

Please accept this letter from the signed organizations and residents supporting the 
Environmental Protection Agency's proposed cleanup plan for the lower Passaic River. 
In an effort to remediate the highly toxic Passaic River, on April 11th, the EPA released its 
Focused Feasibility Study and proposed cleanup plan for the lower eight miles of the River. 

The EPA's preferred cleanup method consists of bank-to-bank dredging of 4.3 million cubic 
yards of the lower 8.3 miles of the River, with a two-foot cap and off-site disposal of 
contaminated sediment. This cleanup and disposal method will be beneficial with respect to long 
term effectiveness, will reduce toxicity, ecological impacts, and risk to human health. We 
believe this plan will result in a clean and healthy river. 

This bank-to-bank cleanup will deliver environmental and economic benefits to the communities 
surrounding the River for generations to come. 

We are eager to be a part of the solution that reclaims the Passaic River for our region. Together, 
we support EPA's proposed cleanup plan and call on the polluters to pay for a full clean up that 
OUR communities deserve and demand! 

Thank you. 

Sincerely, 
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7,2014 

Please accept this letter from the signed organizations and residents supporting the 
Environmental Protection Agency's proposed cleanup plan for the lower Passaic River. 
In an effort to remediate the highly toxic Passaic on April 11 th, the EPA 
Focused Feasibility Study and proposed cleanup for the lower eight mil~~ 
River. its 

The EPA's preferred cleanup method consists of bank-to-bank dredging of 4.3 million 
9Ylti~ of the lower 8.3 miles of the River, with a two-foot cap and off-site disposal of 
contaminated sediment. This cleanup and disposal method will be beneficial with 
r~~effeetwefuess, will reduce toxicity, ecological impacts, and risk to human health. 
f,lflieve this plan will result in a clean and healthy 

This bank-to-bank cleanup will deliver environmental and economic benefits to the 
§Uffim\\tlill~Sthe River for generations to come. 

We eager to be a part of the solution that .._....,, .. UH%,, the Passaic River for our region. 
~!Jtw>rt EPA's proposed cleanup plan and call the polluters to pay for a full clean 
®JR<J&omrnunities deserve and demand! 



el 7 de 14 

Favor recibir esta firmada por organizaciones y residentes que apoyan el 
presentada por la de Protecci6n (EPA) para la limpieza del 
bajo del Passiac. 11 de abril, como parte de sus esfuerzos para remediar el t6xico Rio 
Passaic, EPA Ianzo su Estudio Enfocado sobre Ia Viabilidad, asi como su propuesta para la 
limpieza los 13 kilometros mas bajos rio. 

Para Ia el preferido para la Iimpieza consiste en dragar de una orilla a Ia otra, una 
distancia 3.9 millones de metros cubicos en los 13.4 kil6metros mas bajos del rio, y tapar el 
fonda con una capa 0.61 metros de profundidad. Los sedimentos contaminados seran 
transportados a un lejos de la comunidad. La limpieza y el metoda de desechar de los 
sedimentos t6xicos beneficos con respecto a la eficaz de largo plaza. Reduciran el nivel de 
toxicidad y los im:r~actos ecol6gicos y el riesgo a la salud humana. Creemos que este plan 
resultara un rio 

Una limpieza de 
ubicadas cerca al rio 

a orilla traera beneficios ambientales y econ6micos a las comunidades 
las generaciones venideras. 

Estamos anciosos por ser parte de Ia para recuperar el Rio Passaic para nuestra region. 
Juntos, apoyamos Ia propuesta de Ia EPA para la limpieza y hacemos un llamamiento para que 
los que contaminaron rio paguen para una limpieza completa, consecuente con lo que 
NUESTRAS comunidades merecen y 

Gracias. 

Atentamente, 



7, 

Please accept this letter from the signed organizations and residents supporting the 
Environmental Protection Agency's proposed cleanup plan for the lower Passaic River. 
In an effort to remediate the highly toxic Passaic River, on April 11th, the EPA released its 
Focused Feasibility Study and proposed cleanup plan for the lower eight miles of the River. 

The EPA's preferred cleanup method consists of bank-to-bank dredging of 4.3 million cubic 
yards of the lower 8.3 miles of the River, with a two-foot cap and off-site disposal of 
contaminated sediment. This cleanup and disposal method will be beneficial with respect to long 
term effectiveness, will reduce toxicity, ecological impacts, and risk to human health. We 
believe this plan will result in a clean and healthy river. 

This bank-to-bank cleanup will deliver environmental and economic benefits to the communities 
surrounding the River for generations to come. 

We are eager to be a part of the solution that reclaims the Passaic River for our region. Together, 
we support EPA's proposed cleanup plan and call on the polluters to pay for a full clean up that 
OUR communities deserve and demand! 

Thank you. 







el 7 mayo 14 

esta carta, firmada por las organizaciones y residentes que apoyan el plan 
presentada por la Agencia de Protecci6n Ambiental para la del se1:1:memto 
bajo del Rio Passiac. El 11 de abril, como parte de sus esfuerzos para remediar el t6xico Rio 
Passaic, la EPA lanz6 su Estudio Enfocado sobre la Viabilidad, asi como su propuesta para la 
limpieza de los 13 kil6metros mas bajos del rio. 

Para la EPA, el metodo preferido para la limpieza consiste en dragar de una orilla a la otra, una 
distancia de 3.9 millones de metros cubicos en los 13.4 kil6metros mas bajos del rio, y tapar el 
fonda con una capa de 0.61 metros de profundidad. Los sedimentos contaminados seran 
transportados a un sitio lejos de la comunidad. La limpieza y el metodo de desechar de los 
sedimentos t6xicos seran beneficos con respecto ala eficaz de largo plazo. Reducinin el nivel de 
toxicidad y los impactos ecol6gicos y el riesgo a la salud humana. Creemos que este plan 

en un rio sano. 

Una limpieza de orilla a orilla traera beneficios ambientales y econ6micos a las comunidades 
ubicadas cerca al rio para las generaciones venideras. 

Estamos anciosos por ser parte de la soluci6n para recuperar el Rio Passaic para nuestra region. 
Juntos, apoyamos la propuesta de la EPA para la limpieza y hacemos un llamamiento para que 
los que contaminaron el rio paguen para una limpieza completa, consecuente con lo que 
NUESTRAS comunidades merecen y exigen! 

Gracias. 

Atentamente, 

(Firma) 



el 7 mayo de 2014 

Favor de recibir esta carta, finnada por las organizaciones y 
presentada por la Agencia de Protecci6n Ambiental (EPA) para la 
bajo del Rio Passiac. El 11 de abril, como parte de sus esfuerzos para remediar el t6xico Rio 
Passaic, Ia EPA lanz6 su Estudio Enfocado sobre la Viabilidad, asi como su propuesta para la 
limpieza de los 13 kil6metros mas bajos del rio. 

Para la EPA, el metodo preferido para la limpieza consiste en dragar de una orilla a la otra, una 
distancia de 3.9 millones de metros cubicos en los 13.4 kil6metros mas bajos del rio, y tapar el 
fondo con una capa de 0.61 metros de profundidad. Los sedimentos contaminados seran 
transportados a un sitio lejos de la comunidad. La limpieza y el metodo de desechar de los 
sedimentos t6xicos seran beneficos con respecto a la eficaz de largo plazo. Reducinl.n el nivel de 
toxicidad y los impactos ecol6gicos y el riesgo a la salud humana. Creemos que este plan 
resultara en un rio sano. 

Una limpieza de orilla a orilla traera beneficios ambientales y econ6micos a las comunidades 
ubicadas cerca al rio para las generaciones venideras. 

Estamos anciosos por ser parte de la soluci6n para recuperar el Rio Passaic para nuestra region. 
Juntos, apoyamos la propuesta de la EPA para la limpieza y hacemos un llamamiento para que 
los que contaminaron el rio paguen para una limpieza completa, consecuente con lo que 
NUESTRAS comunidades merecen y exigen! 

Gracias. 

Atentamente, 





7, 14 

Please accept letter from the signed organizations supporting the 
Environmental Protection Agency's proposed cleanup plan for the lower Passaic River. 
In an effort to remediate the highly toxic Passaic River, on April 11 1

\ the EPA released its 
Focused Feasibility Study and proposed cleanup plan for the lower eight miles of the River. 

The EPA's preferred cleanup method consists ofbank-to-bank dredging of 4.3 million cubic 
yards of the lower 8.3 miles of the River, with a two-foot cap and off-site disposal of 
contaminated sediment. This cleanup and disposal method will be beneficial with respect to long 
tenn effectiveness, will reduce toxicity, ecological impacts, and risk to human health. We 
believe this plan will result in a clean and healthy river. 

This bank-to-bank cleanup will deliver environmental and economic benefits to the communities 
surrounding the for to come. 

We are eager to be a part of the solution that reclaims the Passaic River for our region. Together, 
we support EPA's proposed cleanup plan and call on the polluters to pay for a full clean up that 
OUR communities deserve and demand! 

Thank you. 

Sincerely, 











May 7, 2014 

accept the signed organizations and residents 
Environmental Protection Agency's proposed cleanup plan for the 
In an effort to remediate the highly toxic Passaic River, on April 11 1

\ the EPA released its 
Focused Feasibility Study and proposed cleanup plan for the lower eight miles of the River. 

The EPA's prefened cleanup method consists ofbank-to-bank dredging of 4.3 million cubic 
yards of the lower 8.3 miles of the River, with a two-foot cap and off-site disposal of 
contaminated sediment. This cleanup and disposal method will be beneficial with respect to long 
term effectiveness, will reduce toxicity, ecological impacts, and risk to human health. We 
believe this plan will result in a clean and healthy river. 

This bank-to-bank cleanup will deliver environmental and economic benefits to the communities 
sunounding the River for generations to come. 

We are eager to be a part of the solution that reclaims the Passaic River for our region. Together, 
we support EPA's proposed cleanup plan and call on the polluters to pay for a full clean up that 
OUR communities deserve and demand! 

Thank you. 

Sincerely, 





May 7, 2014 

Please accept this letter from the signed organizations and residents supporting the 
Environmental Protection Agency's proposed cleanup plan for the lower Passaic River. 
In an effort to remediate the highly toxic Passaic River, on April 11 tt, the EPA released its 
Focused Feasibility Study and proposed cleanup plan for the lower eight miles of the River. 

The EPA's preferred cleanup method consists of bank-to-bank dredging of 4.3 million cubic 
iyards of the lower 8.3 miles of the River, with a two-foot cap- and off-site disposal of 
contaminated sediment. This cleanup and disposal method will be beneficial with respect to long 
term effectiveness, will reduce toxicity, ecological impacts, and risk to human health. We 
believe this plan will result in a clean and healthy river. 

This bank-to-bank cleanup will deliver environmental and economic benefits to the communities 
surrounding the River for generations to come. 

We are eager to be a part of the solution that reclaims the Passaic River for our region. Together, 
we support EPA's proposed cleanup plan and call on the polluters to pay for a full clean up that 
OUR communities deserve and demand! 

Thank you. 

Sincerely, 



el 7 mayo de 2014 

Favor y 
presentada por Ambiental (EPA) 
bajo Rfo Passiac. como de sus esfuerzos remediar el 
Passaic, la EPA lanzo su Estudio Enfocado sabre la Viabilidad, asi como su propuesta para la 
limpieza de los 13 kilometros mas bajos del rio. 

Para la EPA, el metoda preferido para la limpieza consiste en dragar de una orilla ala otra, una 
distancia de 3.9 millones de metros cubicos en los 13.4 kilometros mas bajos del rio, y tapar el 
fondo con una capa de 0.61 metros de profundidad. Los sedimentos contaminados seran 
transportados a un sitio lejos de la comunidad. La limpieza y el metoda de desechar de los 
sedimentos toxicos seran beneficos con respecto ala eficaz de largo plazo. Reduciran el nivel de 
toxicidad y los impactos ecologicos y el riesgo a la salud humana. Creemos que este plan 
resultara en un rio sano. 

Una limpieza de orilla a orilla traera beneficios ambientales y economicos a las comunidades 
ubicadas cerca al rio para las generaciones venideras. 

Estamos anciosos por ser parte de la solucion para recuperar el Rio Passaic para nuestra region. 
Juntos, apoyamos la propuesta de la EPA para la limpieza y hacemos un llamamiento para que 
los que contaminaron el rio paguen para una limpieza completa, consecuente con lo que 
NUESTRAS comunidades merecen y exigen! 

Gracias. 

Atentamente, 

(Letra de Molde) (Firma) 



May 7, 2014 

Please accept this letter from the signed organizations and residents supporting the 
Environmental Protection Agency's proposed cleanup plan for the lower Passaic River. 
In an effort to remediate the highly toxic Passaic River, on Aprilllth, the EPA released its 
Focused Feasibility Study and proposed cleanup plan for the lower eight miles of the River. 

The EPA's preferred cleanup method consists ofbank-to-bank dredging of 4.3 million cubic 
yards of the lower 8.3 miles of the River, with a two-foot cap arid off-site disposal of 
contaminated sediment. This cleanup and disposal method will be beneficial with respect to long 
term effectiveness, will reduce toxicity, ecological impacts, and risk to human health. We 
believe this plan will result in a clean and healthy river. 

This bank-to-bank cleanup will deliver environmental and economic benefits to the communities 
surrounding the River for generations to come. 

We are eager to be a part of the solution that reclaims the Passaic River for our region. Together, 
we support EPA's proposed cleanup plan and call on the polluters to pay for a full clean up that 
OUR communities deserve and demand! 

Thank you. 



el 7 mayo de 2014 

Favor recibir esta carta, finnada las organizaciones y el 
presentada porIa Agencia de Protecci6n (EPA) limpieza segmento 
bajo del Rio Passiac. El 11 de abril, como parte de sus esfuerzos para remediar el t6xico 
Passaic, la EPA lanz6 su Estudio Enfocado sobre la Viabilidad, asi como su propuesta para la 
limpieza de los 13 kil6metros mas bajos del rio. 

Para la I;P A, el metodo preferido para la limpieza consiste en dragar de una orilla a la otra, una 
distancia de 3.9 millones de metros cubicos en los 13.4 kil6metros mas bajos del rio, y tapar el 
fondo con una capa de 0.61 metros de profundidad. Los sedimentos contaminados seran 
transportados a un sitio lejos de la comunidad. La limpieza y el metodo de desechar de los 
sedimentos t6xicos seran beneficos con respecto ala eficaz de largo plazo. Reducinin el nivel de 
toxicidad y los impactos ecol6gicos y el riesgo ala salud humana. Creemos que este plan 
resultani en un rio sano. 

Una limpieza de orilla a orilla traeni beneficios ambientales y econ6micos a las comunidades 
ubicadas cerca al rio para las generaciones venideras. 

Estamos anciosos por ser parte de la soluci6n para recuperar el Rio Passaic para nuestra region. 
Juntos, apoyamos la propuesta de la EPA para la limpieza y hacemos un llamamiento para que 
los que contaminaron el rio paguen para una limpieza completa, consecuente con lo que 
NUESTRAS comunidades merecen y exigen! 

Gracias. 

Atentarnente, 



el 7 mayo de 2014 

Favor de recibir esta carta, firmada por las organizaciones y residentes que apoyan el plan 
presentada por la Agencia de Proteccion Ambiental (EPA) para la limpieza del segmento mas 
bajo del Rio Passiac. 11 de abril, como parte de sus esfuerzos para remediar el toxico Rio 
Passaic, la EPA lanz6 su Estudio Enfocado sobre la Viabilidad, asi como su propuesta para la 
limpieza de los 13 kilometros mas bajos del rio. 

Para I~ EPA, el metoda preferido para I a limpieza consiste en dmgar de una orilla a la otra, una 
distancia de 3.9 millones de metros cubicos en los 13.4 kilometros mas bajos del rio, y tapar el 
fondo con una capa de 0.61 metros de profundidad. Los sedimentos contaminados seran 
transportados a un sitio lejos de la comunidad. La limpieza y el metoda de desechar de los 
sedimentos toxicos seran beneficos con respecto ala eficaz de largo plazo. Reduciran el nivel de 
toxicidad y los impactos ecologicos y el riesgo ala salud humana. Creemos que este plan 
resultara en un rio sano. 

Una limpieza de orilla a orilla traera beneficios ambientales y economicos a las comunidades 
ubicadas cerca al rio para las generaciones venideras. 

Estamos anciosos por ser parte de la solucion para recuperar el Rio Passaic para nuestra region. 
Juntos, apoyamos la propuesta de la EPA para la limpieza y hacemos un llamamiento para que 
los que contaminaron el rio paguen para una limpieza completa, consecuente con lo que 
NUESTRAS comunidades merecen y exigen! 

Gracias. 

Atentamente, 

(Letra de Molde) (Firma) 



May 7, 2014 

Please accept this letter from the signed organizations and residents supporting the 
Environmental Protection Agency's proposed cleanup plan for the lower Passaic River. 
In an effort to remediate the highly toxic Passaic River, on April 11th, the EPA released its 
Focused Feasibility Study and proposed cleanup plan for the lower eight miles ofthe River. 

The EPA's preferred cleanup method consists of bank-to-bank dredging of 4.3 million cubic 
yards of the lower 8.3 miles of the River, with a two-foot cap and off-site disposal of 
contaminated sediment. This cleanup and disposal method will be beneficial with respect to long 
term effectiveness, will reduce toxicity, ecological impacts, and risk to human health. We 
believe this plan will result in a clean and healthy river. 

This bank-to-bank cleanup will deliver environmental and economic benefits to the communities 
surrounding the River for generations to come. 

We are eager to be a part of the solution that reclaims the Passaic River for our region. Together, 
we support EPA's proposed cleanup plan and call on the polluters to pay for a full clean up that 
OUR communities deserve and demand! 

Thank you. 

Sincerely, 

(Print) (Sign) 
Pi 



May 7, 2014 

Please accept this letter from the signed organizations and residents supporting the 
Environmental Protection Agency's proposed cleanup plan for the lower Passaic River. 
In an effort to remediate the highly toxic Passaic River, on April 11th, the EPA released its 
Focused Feasibility Study and proposed cleanup plan for the lower eight miles of the River. 

The EPA's preferred cleanup method consists of bank-to-bank dredging of 4.3 million cubic 
yards of the lowen 8.3 miles of the River, with a two-foot cap and off-site disposal of 
contaminated sediment. This cleanup and disposal method will be beneficial with respect to long 
term effectiveness, will reduce toxicity, ecological impacts, and risk to human health. We 
believe this plan will result in a clean and healthy river. 

This bank-to-bank cleanup will deliver environmental and economic benefits to the communities 
surrounding the River for generations to come. 

We are eager to be a part of the solution that reclaims the Passaic River for our region. Together, 
we support EPA's proposed cleanup plan and call on the polluters to pay for a full clean up that 
OUR communities deserve and demand! 

Thank you. 

Sincerely, 

(Print) 



el 7 mayo de 2014 

recibir esta carta, firmada por organizaciones y que apoyan 
presentada la Agencia de Protecci6n Ambiental (EPA) para la limpieza mas 
bajo Rio Passiac. 11 de abril, como parte de sus esfuerzos para remediar el t6xico Rio 
Passaic, la EPA lanz6 su Estudio Enfocado sobre la Viabilidad, asi como su propuesta para la 
limpieza de los 13 kil6metros mas bajos del rio. 

Para la EPA, el metoda; preferido para la limpieza consiste en dragar de una oriUa a la otra, una 
distancia de 3.9 millones de metros cubicos en los 13.4 kil6metros mas bajos del rio, y tapar el 
fonda con una capa de 0.61 metros de profundidad. Los sedimentos contaminados seran 
transportados a un sitio lejos de la comunidad. La limpieza y el metoda de desechar de los 
sedimentos t6xicos seran beneficos con respecto ala eficaz de largo plaza. Reduciran el nivel de 
toxicidad y los impactos ecol6gicos y el riesgo a la salud humana. Creemos que este plan 
resultara en un rio sano. 

Una limpieza de orilla a orilla traera beneficios ambientales y econ6micos a las comunidades 
ubicadas cerca al rio para las generaciones venideras. 

Estamos anciosos por ser parte de la soluci6n para recuperar el Rio Passaic para nuestra region. 
Juntos, apoyamos la propuesta de la EPA para la limpieza y hacemos un llamamiento para que 
los que contaminaron el rio paguen para una limpieza completa, consecuente con lo que 
NUESTRAS comunidades merecen y exigen! 

Gracias. 

Atentamente, 

(Letra de Molde) (Firma) 



el 7 mayo de 2014 

Favor de recibir esta carta, firmada por y residentes el 
presentada por Agenda de Protecci6n Ambiental (EPA) para la segmento mas 
bajo del Rio Passiac. El 11 de abril, como parte de sus esfuerzos para remediar el t6xico Rio 
Passaic, la EPA lanz6 su Estudio Enfocado sobre Ia Viabilidad, asi como su propuesta para la 
limpieza de los 13 kil6metros mas bajos del rio. 

Para Ja EPA, el metodo preferido para la limpieza consiste en tdragar de una orilla a la otra, una 
distancia de 3.9 millones de metros cubicos en los 13.4 ki16metros mas bajos del rio, y tapar el 
fondo con una capa de 0.61 metros de profundidad. Los sedimentos contaminados seran 
transportados a un sitio lejos de la comunidad. La limpieza y el metodo de desechar de los 
sedimentos t6xicos seran beneficos con respecto ala eficaz de largo plazo. Reduciran el nivel de 
toxicidad y los impactos ecol6gicos y el riesgo ala salud humana. Creemos que este plan 
resultara en un rio sano. 

Una limpieza de orilla a orilla traera beneficios ambientales y econ6micos a las comunidades 
ubicadas cerca al rio para las generaciones venideras. 

Estamos anciosos por ser parte de la soluci6n para recuperar el Rio Passaic para nuestra region. 
Juntos, apoyamos la propuesta de la EPA para la limpieza y hacemos un llamamiento para que 
los que contaminaron el rio paguen para una limpieza completa, consecuente con lo que 
NUESTRAS comunidades merecen y exigen! 

Gracias. 

Atentamente, 



May 7, 2014 

Please accept this letter from the signed organizations and residents supporting the 
Environmental Protection Agency's proposed cleanup plan for the lower Passaic River. 
In an effort to remediate the highly toxic Passaic River, on April 11th, the EPA released its 
Focused Feasibility Study and proposed cleanup plan for the lower eight miles of the River. 

The EPA's preferred cleanup method consists ofbank-to-bank dredging of 4.3 million cubic 
yards of the lower 8.3 miles of the River, with a two-foot cap and off-site disposal of 
contaminated sediment. This cleanup and disposal method will be beneficial with respect to long 
term effectiveness, will reduce toxicity, ecological impacts, and risk to human health. We 
believe this plan will result in a clean and healthy river. 

This bank-to-bank cleanup will deliver environmental and economic benefits to the communities 
surrounding the River for generations to come. 

We are eager to be a part of the solution that reclaims the Passaic River for our region. Together, 
we support EPA's proposed cleanup plan and call on the polluters to pay for a full clean up that 
OUR communities deserve and demand! 

Thank you. 

Sincerely, 



May 7, 2014 

Dear EPA Administrator McCarthy: 

Please accept this letter from the signed organizations and residents supporting 
the Environmental Protection Agency's proposed cleanup plan for the lower 
Passaic River. 

In an effort to remediate the highly toxic Passaic River, on April 11th, the EPA 
released its Focused Feasibility Study and proposed cleanup plan for the lower 
eight miles of the River. 

The EPA's preferred cleanup method consists of bank-to-bank dredging of 4.3 
million cubic yards of the lower 8.3 miles of the River, with a two-foot cap. This 
cleanup and disposal method will be beneficial in long term effectiveness, will 
reduce toxicity, ecological impacts, and risk to human health. The proposed plan 
also calls for off-site disposal of the contaminated sediment. 

This bank-to-bank cleanup will deliver environmental and economic benefits to 
the communities surrounding the River for generations to come. 

We are eager to be a part of the solution that reclaims the Passaic River for our 
region. Together, we support EPA's proposed cleanup plan and call on the 
polluters to pay for a full clean up that OUR communities deserve and demand! 

Thank you. 

Sincerely, 





May 7, L:014 

Dear EPA Administrator McCarthy: 

Please accept this letter from the signed organizations and residents supporting 
the Environmental Protection Agency's proposed cleanup plan for the lower 
Passaic River. 

in an effort to remediate the highly toxic Passaic River, on April1 f\ the EPA 
released its Focused Feasibility Study and proposed cleanup plan for the lower 
eight miles of the River. 

The EPA's preferred cleanup method consists of bank-to-bank dredging of 4.3 
million cubic yards of the lower 8.3 miles of the River, with a two-foot cap. This 
cleanup and disposal method will be beneficial in long term effectiveness, will 
reduce toxicity, ecological impacts, and risk to human health. The proposed plan 
also calls for off-site disposal of the contaminated sediment. 

This bank-to-bank cleanup will deliver environmental and economic benefits to 
the communities surrounding the River for generations to come. 

We are eager to be a part of the solution that reclaims the Passaic River for our 
region. Together, we support EPA's proposed cleanup plan and call on the 
polluters to pay for a full clean up that OUR communities deserve and demand! 

Thank you. 

Sincerely, 





May 7, 2014 

Please accept this letter the signed and residents supporting the 
Environmental Protection Agency's proposed cleanup plan for the lower Passaic River. 
In an effort to remediate the highly toxic Passaic River, on April 11th, the EPA released its 
Focused Feasibility Study and proposed cleanup plan for the lower eight miles of the River. 

The EPA's preferred cleanup method consists ofbank-to-bank dredging of 4.3 million cubic 
yards of the lower 8.3 miles of the River, with a two-foot cap and off-site disposal of 
contaminated sediment. This cleanup and disposal method will be beneficial with respect to long 
term effectiveness, will reduce toxicity, ecological impacts, and risk to human health. vVe 
believe this plan will result in a clean and healthy river. 

This bank-to-bank cleanup will deliver environmental and economic benefits to the communities 
surrounding the River for generations to come. 

We are eager to be a part of the solution that reclaims the Passaic River for our region. Together, 
we support EPA's proposed cleanup plan and call on the polluters to pay for a full clean up that 
OUR communities deserve and demand! 

Thank you. 

Sincerely, 



May7, 2014 

Please accept this letter from the signed organizations and residents supporting 
Environmental Protection Agency's proposed cleanup plan for the lower Passaic River. 
In an effort to remediate the highly toxic Passaic River, on April 1 , the EPA released its 
Focused Feasibility Study and proposed cleanup plan for the lower eight miles of the River. 

The EPA's preferred cleanup method consists ofbank-to-bank dredging of 4.3 million cubic 
yards of the lower 8.3 miles ofthe River, with a two-foot cap and off-site disposal of 
contaminated sediment. This cleanup and disposal method will be beneficial with respect to long 
term effectiveness, will reduce toxicity, ecological impacts, and risk to human health. We 
believe this plan will result in a clean and healthy river. 

This bank-to-bank cleanup will deliver environmental and economic benefits to the communities 
surrounding the River for generations to come. 

We are eager to be a part of the solution that reclaims the Passaic River for our region. Together, 
we support EPA's proposed cleanup plan and call on the polluters to pay for a full clean up that 
OUR communities deserve and demand! 

Thank you. 

Sincerely, 





May 7, 2014 

a..., .... ,,..,.JL this supporting the 
Environmental Protection proposed plan for the lower Passaic 
In an effort to remediate the highly toxic Passaic River, on April 11 t\ the released its 
Focused Feasibility Study and proposed cleanup plan for the lower eight miles of the River. 

The EPA's preferred cleanup method consists ofbank-to-bar1k dredging of 4.3 million cubic 
yards of the lower 8.3 miles of the River, with a two-foot cap and off-site disposal of 
contaminated sediment. This cleanup and disposal method will be beneficial with respect to long 
term effectiveness, will reduce toxicity, ecological impacts, and risk to human health. We 
believe this plan will result in a clean and healthy river. 

This bank-to-bank cleanup will deliver environmental and economic benefits to the communities 
surrounding the River for generations to come. 

We are eager to be a part of the solution that reclaims the Passaic River for our region. Together, 
we support EPA's proposed cleanup plan and call on the polluters to pay for a full clean up that 
OUR communities deserve and demand! 

Thank you. 

Sincerely, 





May 7, 2014 

Please accept this letter from the signed organizations and residents supporting the 
Environmental Protection Agency's proposed cleanup plan for the lower Passaic River. 
In an effort to remediate the highly toxic Passaic River, on April 11th' the EPA released its 
Focused Feasibility Study and proposed cleanup plan for the lower eight miles of the River. 

The EPA's preferred cleanup method consists ofbank-to-bank dredging of 4.3 million cubic 
yards of the lower 8.3 miles of the River, with a two-foot cap and off-site disposal of 
contaminated sediment. This cleanup and disposal method will be beneficial with respect to long 
term effectiveness, will reduce toxicity, ecological impacts, and risk to human health. We 
believe this plan will result in a clean and healthy river. 

This bank-to-bank cleanup will deliver environmental and economic benefits to the communities 
surrounding the River for generations to come. 

We are eager to be a part of the solution that reclaims the Passaic River for our region. Together, 
we support EPA's proposed cleanup plan and call on the polluters to pay for a full clean up that 
OUR communities deserve and demand! 

Thank you. 

Sincerely, 



May 7, 2014 

Please accept this letter from the signed organizations and residents supporting the 
Environmental Protection Agency's proposed cleanup plan for the lower Passaic River. 
In an effort to remediate the highly toxic Passaic River, on April 11th, the EPA released its 
Focused Feasibility Study and proposed cleanup plan for the lower eight miles of the River. 

The EPA's preferred cleanup method consists of bank-to-bank dredging of 4.3 million cubic 
yards of the lower 8.3 miles of the River, with a two-foot cap and off-site disposal of 
contaminated sediment. This cleanup and disposal method will be beneficial with respect to long 
term effectiveness, will reduce toxicity, ecological impacts, and risk to human health. We 
believe this plan will result in a clean and healthy river. 

This bank-to-bank cleanup will deliver environmental and economic benefits to the communities 
surrounding the River for generations to come. 

We are eager to be a part of the solution that reclaims the Passaic River for our region. Together, 
we support EPA's proposed cleanup plan and call on the polluters to pay for a full clean up that 
OUR communities deserve and demand! 

Thank you. 



May 7, 2014 

Please accept this letter from the signed organizations and residents supporting the 
Environmental Protection Agency's proposed cleanup plan for the lower Passaic River. 

an effort to remediate the highly toxic Passaic River, on April 11th, the EPA released its 
Focused Feasibility Study and proposed cleanup plan for the lower eight miles of the River. 

The EPA's preferred cleanup method consists ofbank-to-bank dredging of 4.3 million cubic 
yards of the lower 8.3 miles of the River, with a two-foot cap and off-site disposal of 
contamie~ted sediment. This cleanup and disposal method will be beneficial with respect to long 
term effectiveness, will reduce toxicity, ecological impacts, and risk to human health. We 
believe this plan will result in a clean and healthy river. 

This bank-to-bank cleanup will deliver environmental and economic benefits to the communities 
surrounding the River for generations to come. 

We are eager to be a part of the solution that reclaims the Passaic River for our region. Together, 
we support EPA's proposed cleanup plan and call on the polluters to pay for a full clean up that 
OUR communities deserve and demand! 

Thank you. 

Sincerely, 



May 7, 2014 

Please accept this letter from the signed organizations and residents supporting the 
Environmental Protection Agency's proposed cleanup plan for the lower Passaic River. 
In an effort to remediate the highly toxic Passaic River, on April 11th, the EPA released its 
Focused Feasibility Study and proposed cleanup plan for the lower eight miles of the River. 

The EPA's preferred cleanup method consists of bank-to-bank dredging of 4.3 million cubic 
yards of the lower 8.3 miles of the River, with a two-foot cap and off-site disposal of 
contamir.:->.ted sediment. This cleanup and disposal method will be beneficial with respect to long 
term effectiveness, will reduce toxicity, ecological impacts, and risk to human health. We 
believe this plan will result in a clean and healthy river. 

This bank-to-bank cleanup will deliver environmental and economic benefits to the communities 
surrounding the River for generations to come. 

We are eager to be a part of the solution that reclaims the Passaic River for our region. Together, 
we support EPA's proposed cleanup plan and call on the polluters to pay for a full clean up that 
OUR communities deserve and demand! 

h 

Thank yol\1, 
\ 
\ 

Sincerely/(\ 
I 

I 



May 7, 2014 

Please accept this letter from the signed organizations and residents supporting the 
Environmental Protection Agency's proposed cleanup plan for the lower Passaic River. 
In an effort to remediate the highly toxic Passaic River, on April 11 1

\ the EPA released its 
Focused Feasibility Study and proposed cleanup plan for the lower eight miles of the River. 

The EPA's preferred cleanup method consists ofbank-to-bank dredging of 4.3 million cubic 
yards ofthe lower 8.3 miles of the River, with a two-foot cap and off-site disposal of 
contamir:~.ted sediment. This cleanup and disposal method will be beneficial with respect to long 
term effectiveness, will reduce toxicity, ecological impacts, and risk to human health. We 
believe this plan will result in a clean and healthy river. 

This bank-to-bank cleanup will deliver environmental and economic benefits to the communities 
surrounding the River for generations to come. 

We are eager to be a part of the solution that reclaims the Passaic River for our region. Together, 
we suppmi EPA's proposed cleanup plan and call on the polluters to pay for a full clean up that 
OUR communities deserve and demand! 

Thank you. 

Sincerely, 



May 7, 2014 

Please accept this letter from the signed organizations and residents supporting the 
Environmental Protection Agency's proposed cleanup plan for the lower Passaic River. 
In an effort to remediate the highly toxic Passaic River, on April 11th, the EPA released its 
Focused Feasibility Study and proposed cleanup plan for the lower eight miles of the River. 

The EPA's preferred cleanup method consists of bank-to-bank dredging of 4.3 million cubic 
yards ofthe lower 8.3 miles of the River, with a two-foot cap and off-site disposal of 
contaminated sediment. This cleanup and disposal method will be beneficial with respect to long 
term effectiveness, will reduce toxicity, ecological impacts, and risk to human health. We 
believe this plan will result in a clean and healthy river. 

This bank-to-bank cleanup will deliver environmental and economic benefits to the communities 
surrounding the River for generations to come. 

We are eager to be a part of the solution that reclaims the Passaic River for our region. Together, 
we support EPA's proposed cleanup plan and call on the polluters to pay for a full clean up that 
OUR communities deserve and demand! 

Thank you. 

Sincerely, 





May 7, 2014 

Please accept this letter from the signed organizations and residents supporting the 
Environmental Protection Agency's proposed cleanup plan for the lower Passaic River. 
In an effort to remediate the highly toxic Passaic River, on April 11 1

\ the EPA released its 
Focused Feasibility Study and proposed cleanup plan for the lower eight miles of the River. 

The EPA's preferred cleanup method consists of bank-to-bank dredging of 4.3 million cubic 
yards ofthe lower 8.3 miles of the River, with a two-foot cap and off-site disposal of 
contaminated sediment. This cleanup and disposal method will be beneficial with respect to long 
term effectiveness, will reduce toxicity, ecological impacts, and risk to human health. We 
believe this plan will result in a clean and healthy river. 

This bank-to-bank cleanup will deliver environmental and economic benefits to the communities 
surrounding the River for generations to come. 

We are eager to be a part of the solution that reclaims the Passaic River for our region. Together, 
we support EPA's proposed cleanup plan and call on the polluters to pay for a full clean up that 
OUR communities deserve and demand! 

Thank you. 

Sincerely, . 
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el 7 mayo de 2014 

esta las y residentes plan 
presentada por la Agencia de Protecci6n Ambiental (EPA) para segmento 

11 como de sus el Rio 
Passaic, la EPA lanz6 su Estudio Enfocado sabre la Viabilidad, asi como su propuesta para la 
limpieza de los 13 kil6metros mas bajos del rio. 

Para la metodo preferido la limpieza consiste en dragar de una orilla a 
distancia de 3.9 millones de metros cubicos en los 13.4 bajos del rio, y 
fondo con una capa de 0.61 metros de profundidad. sedimentos contaminados seran 
transportados a un sitio lejos de la comunidad. La limpieza y el metodo de desechar de los 
sedimentos t6xicos seran beneficos con respecto a la eficaz de largo plazo. Reducinin el nivel de 
toxicidad y los impactos ecol6gicos y el riesgo a la salud humana. Creemos que este plan 
resultara en un rio sano. 

Una limpieza de orilla a orilla traera beneficios ambientales y econ6micos a las comunidades 
ubicadas cerca al rio para las generaciones venideras. 

Estamos anciosos por ser parte de la soluci6n para recuperar el Rio Passaic para nuestra region. 
Juntos, apoyamos la propuesta de la EPA para la limpieza y hacemos un llamamiento para que 
los que contaminaron el rio paguen para una limpieza completa, consecuente con lo que 
NUESTRAS comunidades merecen y exigen! 

Gracias. 

Atentamente, 

(Letra de l\1olde) 





May7,2014 

from supporting 
Environmental Protection proposed cleanup plan for the lower Passaic 
In an effort to remediate the highly toxic Passaic River, on April 1 I th' the EPA released its 
Focused Feasibility Study and proposed cleanup plan for the lower eight miles of the River. 

The EPA's preferred cleanup method consists of bank-to-bank dredging of 4.3 million cubic 
yards of the lower 8.3 miles of the River, with a two-foot cap and off-site disposal of 
contaminated sediment. This cleanup and disposal method will be beneficial with respect to long 
term effectiveness, will reduce toxicity, ecological impacts, and risk to human health. We 
believe this plan will result in a clean and healthy river. 

This bank-to-bank cleanup will deliver environmental and economic benefits to the communities 
surrounding the River for generations to come. 

We are eager to be a part of the solution that reclaims the Passaic River for our region. Together, 
we support EPA's proposed cleanup plan and call on the polluters to pay for a full clean up that 
OUR communities deserve and demand! 

Thank you. 

Sincerely, 

(Print) 



May 7, 2014 

supporting the 
vaHl\.•Ul<"-' Protection Agency's proposed lower Passaic 

In an effort to remediate the highly toxic Passaic River, on April ll rh, the EPA released its 
Focused Feasibility Study and proposed cleanup plan for the lower eight miles of the River. 

The EPA's preferred cleanup method consists of bank-to-bank dredging of 4.3 million cubic 
yards of the lower 8.3 miles of the River, with a two-foot cap and off-site disposal of 
contaminated sediment. This cleanup and disposal method will be beneficial with respect to long 
term effectiveness, will reduce toxicity, ecological impacts, and risk to human health. We 
believe this plan will result in a clean and healthy river. 

This bank-to-bank cleanup will deliver environmental and economic benefits to the communities 
surrounding the River for generations to come. 

We are eager to be a part of the solution that reclaims the Passaic River for our region. Together, 
we support EPA's proposed cleanup plan and call on the polluters to pay for a full clean up that 
OUR communities deserve and demand! 

Thank you. 

SLr~cerely, 

(Print) (Sign) 



May 7, 2014 

letter from 
Environmental Protection Agency's proposed River. 
In an effort to remediate the highly toxic Passaic River, on April 11 rh, the EPA released its 
Focused Feasibility Study and proposed cleanup plan for the lower eight miles of the River. 

The EPA's preferred cleanup method consists of bank-to-bank dredging of 4.3 million cubic 
yards of the lower 8.3 miles of the River, with a two-foot cap and off-site disposal of 
contaminated sediment. This cleanup and disposal method will be beneficial with respect to long 
term effectiveness, will reduce toxicity, ecological impacts, and risk to human health. We 
believe this plan will result in a clean and healthy river. 

This bank-to-bank cleanup will deliver environmental and economic benefits to the communities 
surrounding the River for generations to come. 

We are eager to be a part of the solution that reclaims the Passaic River for our region. Together, 
we support EPA's proposed cleanup plan and call on the polluters to pay for a full clean up that 
OUR communities deserve and demand! 

Thank you. 



May 7, 2014 

Please accept this letter from the signed organizations and residents supporting the 
Agency's proposed cleanup plan for the River. 

In an effort to remediate the highly toxic Passaic River, on April 11th, the EPA released its 
Focused Feasibility Study and proposed cleanup plan for the lower eight miles of the River. 

The .CiA's preferred cleanup method consists of bank-to-bank dredging of 4.3 million cubic 
yards ofthe lower 8.3 miles of the River, with a two-foot cap and off-site disposal of 
contaminated sediment. This cleanup and disposal method will be beneficial with respect to long 
term effectiveness, will reduce toxicity, ecological impacts, and risk to human health. We 
believe this plan will result in a clean and healthy river. 

This bank-to-bank cleanup will deliver environmental and economic benefits to the communities 
surrounding the River for generations to come. 

We are eager to be a part of the solution that reclaims the Passaic River for our region. Together, 
we support EPA's proposed cleanup plan and call on the polluters to pay for a full clean up that 
OUR communities deserve and demand! 

Thank you. 

Sincerely, 

(Print) (Sign) 



May 7, 2014 

accept this letter the supporting 
Protection Agency's proposed lower Passaic 

In an effort to remediate the highly toxic Passaic River, on April ll t\ the EPA released its 
Focused Feasibility Study and proposed cleanup plan for the lower eight miles of the River. 

The EPA's preferred cleanup method consists of bank-to-bank dredging of 4.3 million cubic 
yards of the lower 8.3 miles of the River, with a two-foot cap and off-site disposal of 
contaminated sediment. This cleanup and disposal method will be beneficial with respect to long 
term etTectiveness, will reduce toxicity, ecological impacts, and risk to human health. We 
believe this plan will result in a clean and healthy river. 

This bank-to-bank cleanup will deliver environmental and economic benefits to the communities 
surrounding the River for generations to come. 

We are eager to be a part of the solution that reclaims the Passaic River for our region. Together, 
we support EPA's proposed cleanup plan and call on the polluters to pay for a full clean up that 
OUR communities deserve and demand! 

Thank you. 

Sincerely, 



May 7, 2014 

cleanup for the Passaic 
In an effort to remediate the highly toxic Passaic River, on April lIth, the EPA released its 
Focused Feasibility Study and proposed cleanup plan for the lower eight miles of the River. 

The EPA's preferred cleanup method consists of bank-to-bank dredging of 4.3 million cubic 
yards of the lower 8.3 miles of the River, with a two-foot cap and off-site disposal of 
contaminated sediment. This cleanup and disposal method will be beneficial with respect to long 
term effectiveness, will reduce toxicity, ecological impacts, and risk to human health. We 
believe this plan will result in a clean and healthy river. 

This bank-to-bank cleanup will deliver environmental and economic benefits to the communities 
stmounding the River for generations to come. 

We are eager to be a part of the solution that reclaims the Passaic River for our region. Together, 
we support EPA's proposed cleanup plan and call on the polluters to pay for a full clean up that 
OUR communities deserve and demand! 

Thank you. 

Sincerely, 

(Print) (Sign) 



May 7, 2014 

proposed for 
In an effort to remediate the highly toxic Passaic River, on April ll t\ the EPA released its 
Focused Feasibility Study and proposed cleanup plan for the lower eight miles of the River. 

The EPA's preferred cleanup method consists of bank-to-bank dredging of 4.3 million cubic 
yards of the lower 8.3 miles of the River, with a two-foot cap and off-site disposal of 
contaminated sediment. This cleanup and disposal method will be beneficial with respect to long 
term effectiveness, will reduce toxicity, ecological impacts, and risk to human health. We 
believe this plan will result in a clean and healthy river. 

This bank-to-bank cleanup will deliver environmental and economic benefits to the communities 
surrounding the River for generations to come. 

We are eager to be a part of the solution that reclaims the Passaic River for our region. Together, 
we support EPA's proposed cleanup plan and call on the polluters to pay for a full clean up that 
OUR communities deserve and demand! 

Thank you. 

Sincerely, 



May 7, 2014 
Please accept this letter from the signed organizations and residents supporting 

the Environmental Protection Agency's proposed cleanup plan for the lower Passaic 
River. In an effort to remediate the highly toxic Passaic River, on April 11th, the EPA 
released its Focused Feasibility Study and proposed cleanup plan for the lower eight 
miles of the River. 

The EPA's preferred cleanup method consists of bank-to-bank dredging of 4.3 
million cubic yards of the lower 8.3 miles of the River, with a two-foot cap and off-site 
disposal of contaminated sediment. This cleanup and disposal method will be beneficial 
with respect to long term effectiveness, will reduce toxicity, ecological impacts, and risk 
to human health. We believe this plan will result in a clean and healthy river. 

This bank-to-bank cleanup will deliver environmental and economic benefits to 
the communities surrounding the River for generations to come. We are eager to be a 
part of the solution that reclaims the Passaic River for our region. Together, we support 
EPA's proposed cleanup plan and call on the polluters to pay for a full clean up that 
OUR communities deserve and demand! 
Thank you. 
Sincerely, 

(Print) (Sign) 





7, 

cleanup for Passaic 
an effort to remediate the highly toxic Passaic River, on April 11th, the EPA released its 

Focused Feasibility Study and proposed cleanup plan for the lower eight miles of the 

The EPA's preferred cleanup method consists of bank-to-bank dredging of 4.3 million cubic 
yards of the lower 8.3 miles of the River, with a two-foot cap and off-site disposal of 
contaminated sediment. This cleanup and disposal method will be beneficial with respect to long 
term effectiveness, will reduce toxicity, ecological impacts, and risk to human health. We 
believe this plan will result in a clean and healthy river. 

This bank-to-bank cleanup will deliver environmental and economic benefits to the communities 
surrounding the River for generations to come. 

We are eager to be a part of the solution that reclaims the Passaic River for our region. Together, 
we support EPA's proposed cleanup plan and call on the polluters to pay for a full clean up that 
OUR communities deserve and demand! 

Thank you. 

Sincerely, 





May 7, 2014 
Please accept this letter from the signed organizations and residents supporting 

the Environmental Protection Agency's proposed cleanup plan for the lower Passaic 
River. In an effort to remediate the highly toxic Passaic River, on April 11th, the EPA 
released its Focused Feasibility Study and proposed cleanup plan for the lower eight 
miles of the River. 

The EPA's preferred cleanup method consists of bank-to-bank dredging of 4.3 
million cubic yards of the lower 8.3 miles of the River, with a two-foot cap and off-site 
disposal of contaminated sediment. This cleanup and disposal method will be beneficial 
with respect to long term effectiveness, will reduce toxicity, ecological impacts, and risk 
to human health. We believe this plan will result in a clean and healthy river. 

This bank-to-bank cleanup will deliver environmental and economic benefits to 
the communities surrounding the River for generations to come. We are eager to be a 
part of the solution that reclaims the Passaic River for our region. Together, we support 
EPA's proposed cleanup plan and call on the polluters to pay for a full clean up that 
OUR communities deserve and demand! 
Thank you. 
Sincerely, 

(Print) (Sign) 





May 7, 2014 
Please accept this letter from the signed organizations and residents supporting 

the Environmental Protection Agency's proposed cleanup plan for the lower Passaic 
River. In an effort to remediate the highly toxic Passaic River, on April 11th, the EPA 
released its Focused Feasibility Study and proposed cleanup plan for the lower eight 
miles of the River. 

The EPA's preferred cleanup method consists of bank-to-bank dredging of 4.3 
million cubic yards of the lower 8.3 miles of the River, with a two-foot cap and off-site 
disposal of contaminated sediment. This cleanup and disposal method will be beneficial 
with respect to long term effectiveness, will reduce toxicity, ecological impacts, and risk 
to human health. We believe this plan will result in a clean and healthy river. 

This bank-to-bank cleanup will deliver environmental and economic benefits to 
the communities surrounding the River for generations to come. We are eager to be a 
part of the solution that reclaims the Passaic River for our region. Together, we support 
EPA's proposed cleanup plan and call on the polluters to pay for a full clean up that 
OUR communities deserve and demand! 
Thank you. 
Sincerely, 





May 7, 2014 
Please accept this letter from the signed organizations and residents supporting 

the Environmental Protection Agency's proposed cleanup plan for the lower Passaic 
River. In an effort to remediate the highly toxic Passaic River, on April 11th, the EPA 
released its Focused Feasibility Study and proposed cleanup plan for the lower eight 
miles of the River. 

The EPA's preferred cleanup method consists of bank-to-bank dredging of 4.3 
million cubic yards of the lower 8.3 miles of the River, with a two-foot cap and off-site 
disposal of contaminated sediment. This cleanup and disposal method will be beneficial 
with respect to long term effectiveness, will reduce toxicity, ecological impacts, and risk 
to human health. We believe this plan will result in a clean and healthy river. 

This bank-to-bank cleanup will deliver environmental and economic benefits to 
the communities surrounding the River for generations to come. We are eager to be a 
part of the solution that reclaims the Passaic River for our region. Together, we support 
EPA's proposed cleanup plan and call on the polluters to pay for a full clean up that 
OUR communities deserve and demand! 
Thank you. 
Sinc~rely, \ 

1\1, &?,,~i/JJ ~~"~1 "\:::::' C:'~y f,• .•• 
! \lt/L<'_-JC,-1- !t/.) .1 & VL 

(Print) (Sign) 





May 7, 2014 

Please accept this letter from the signed organizations and residents supporting the 
Environmpntal Protection Agency's propose<.~ cleanup plan for the lower Passaic River. 
In an effort to remediate the highly toxic Passaic River, on April 11th, the EPA released its 
Focused Feasibility Study and proposed cleanup plan for the lower eight miles of the River. 

The EPA's preferred cleanup method consists of bank-to-bank dredging of 4.3 million cubic 
yards of the lower 8.3 miles of the River, with a two-foot cap and off-site disposal of 
contaminated sediment. This cleanup and disposal method will be beneficial with respect to long 
term effectiveness, will reduce toxicity, ecological impacts, and risk to human health. We 
believe this plan will result in a clean and healthy river. 

This bank-to-bank cleanup will deliver environmental and economic benefits to the communities 
surrounding the River for generations to come. 

We are eager to be a part of the solution that reclaims the Passaic River for our region. Together, 
we support EPA's proposed cleanup plan and call on the polluters to pay for a full clean up that 
OUR communities deserve and demand! 

Thank you. 

Sincerely, 





7, 

Passaic 
In an effort to remediate the highly toxic Passaic River, on April 11th, the EPA released its 
Focused Feasibility Study and proposed cleanup plan for lower eight miles of the River. 

The EPA's preferred cleanup method consists ofbank-to-bank dredging of 4.3 million cubic 
yards of the lower 8.3 miles ofthe River, with a two-foot cap and off-site disposal of 
contaminated sediment. This cleanup and disposal method will be beneficial with respect to long 
term effectiveness, will reduce toxicity, ecological impacts, and risk to human health. We 
believe this plan will result in a clean and healthy river. 

This bank-to-bank cleanup will deliver environmental and economic benefits to the communities 
surrounding the River for generations to come. 

We are eager to be a part of the solution that reclaims the Passaic River for our region. Together, 
we support EPA's proposed cleanup plan and call on the polluters to pay for a full clean up that 
OUR communities deserve and demand! 

Thank you. 

Sincerely, 





May 7, 2014 

Please accept this letter from the signed organizations and residents supporting the 
Environmental Protection Agency's proposed cleanup plan for the lower Passaic River. 
In an effort to remediate the highly toxic Passaic River, on April 11 111

, the EPA released its 
Focused Feasibility Study and proposed cleanup plan for the lower eight miles of the River. 

The EPA's preferred cleanup method consists ofbank-to-bank dredging of 4.3 million cubic 
yards of the lower 8.3 miles of the River, with a two-foot cap and off-site disposal of 
contaminated sediment. This cleanup and disposal method will be beneficial with respect to long 
term effectiveness, will reduce toxicity, ecological impacts, and risk to human health. We 
believe this plan will result in a clean and healthy river. 

This bank-to-bank cleanup will deliver environmental and economic benefits to the communities 
surrounding the River for generations to come. 

We are eager to be a part of the solution that reclaims the Passaic River for our region. Together, 
we support EPA's proposed cleanup plan and call on the polluters to pay for a full clean up that 
OUR communities deserve and demand! 

Thank you. 

Sincerely, 

(Sign) 



el 7 mayo de 2014 

de recibir esta carta, firmada por organizaciones y residentes que apoyan el plan 
presentada por la Agencia de Protecci6n Ambiental (EPA) para la limpieza del segmento mas 
bajo del Rio Passiac. El 11 de abril, como parte de sus esfuerzos para remediar el t6xico Rio 
Passaic, la EPA lanz6 su Estudio Enfocado sobre la Viabilidad, asi como su propuesta para la 
limpieza de los 13 kil6metros mas bajos del rio. 

Para la EPA, el metodo preferido para 1a limpieza consiste en dragar de una orilla a la otra, una : 
distancia de 3.9 millones de metros cubicos en los 13.4 kil6metros mas bajos del rio, y tapar el 
fondo con una capa de 0.61 metros de profundidad. Los sedimentos contaminados seran 
transportados a un sitio lejos de la comunidad. La limpieza y el metodo de desechar de los 
sedimentos t6xicos seran beneficos con respecto ala eficaz de largo plazo. Reducinin el nivel de 
toxicidad y los impactos ecol6gicos y el riesgo a la salud humana. Creemos que este plan 
resultara en un rio sano. 

Una limpieza de orilla a orilla traera beneficios ambientales y econ6micos a las comunidades 
ubicadas cerca al rio para las generaciones venideras. 

Estamos anciosos por ser parte de la soluci6n para recuperar el Rio Passaic para nuestra region. 
Juntos, apoyamos la propuesta de la EPA para la limpieza y hacemos un llamamiento para que 
los que contaminaron el rio paguen para una limpieza completa, consecuente con lo que 
NUESTRAS comunidades merecen y exigen! 

Gracias. 

Atentamente, 

(Letra de Molde) (Firma) 
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May 7, 2014 

Please accept this letter from the signed organizations and residents supporting the 
Environmental Protection Agency's proposed cleanup plan for the lower Passaic River. 
In an effort to remediate the highly toxic Passaic River, on April 11 th, the EPA 
Focused Feasibility Study and proposed cleanup plan for the lower eight mil~~ 
R~cr. ~ 

The EPA's preferred cleanup method consists of bank-to-bank dredging of 4.3 million 
9tthl~ of the lower 8.3 miles of the River, with a two-foot cap and off-site disposal of 
contaminated sediment. This cleanup and disposal method will be beneficial with 
r~~ef~t!VMtless, will reduce toxicity, ecological impacts, and risk to human health. 
Mffleve this plan will result in a clean and healthy river. 

This bank-to-bank cleanup will deliver environmental and economic benefits to the 
§Uffim\lllili~sthe River for generations to come. 

We are eager to be a part of the solution that reclaims Passaic River for our region. 
\l:~~PI3ort EPA's proposed cleanup plan and call on the polluters to pay for a full clean 
QlURa&ommunities deserve and demand! 
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May 7, 2014 

Please accept this letter from the signed organizations and residents supporting the 
Environmental Protection Agency's proposed cleanup plan for the lower Passaic River. 
In an effort to remediate the highly toxic Passaic River, on Aprilll th, the EPA 
Focused Feasibility Study and proposed cleanup plan for the lower eight mil~~ 
~~ ~ 

The EPA's preferred cleanup method consists of bank-to-bank dredging of 4.3 million 
9Yhl§ of the lower 8.3 miles of the River, with a two-foot cap and off-site disposal of 
contaminated sediment. This cleanup and disposal method will be beneficial with 
f@~ef~tP.llfuess, will reduce toxicity, ecological impacts, and risk to human health. 
~fl.eve this plan will result in a clean and healthy river. 

This bank-to-bank cleanup will deliver environmental and economic benefits to the 
§llift.mlltliiigsthe River for generations to come. 

\Ve are eager to be a part of the solution that reclaims the River our region. 
~p!Jort EPA's proposed cleanup plan and call on the polluters to pay for a full clean 
QIURa&ommunities deserve and demand! 

Sincerely, 
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May 7, 2014 

Please accept this letter from the signed organizations and residents supporting the 
Environmental Protection Agency's proposed cleanup plan for the lower Passaic River. 
In an effort to remediate the highly toxic Passaic River, on Aprilll th, the EPA 
Focused Feasibility Study and proposed cleanup plan for the lower eight mil~<IDtd 
River. its 

The EPA's preferred cleanup method consists of bank-to-bank dredging of 4.3 million 
9Yhi§ of the lower 8.3 miles of the River, with a two-foot cap and off-site disposal of 
contaminated sediment. This cleanup and disposal method will be beneficial with 
f~pjj>pef&c!Pmkess, will reduce toxicity, ecological impacts, and risk to human health. 
Mflieve this plan will result in a clean and healthy river. 

This bank-to-bank cleanup will deliver environmental and economic benefits to the 
Sftffi:mi!t!iH~sthe River for generations to come. 

We are eager to be a part of the solution that reclaims the Passaic River for our region. 

~lJ!3ort EPA's proposed cleanup plan and call on the polluters to pay for a full clean 
Q.ll.JR&tommunities deserve and demand! 
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May 7, 2014 

Please accept this letter from the signed organizations and residents supporting the 

Environmental Protection Agency's proposed cleanup plan for the lower Passaic River. 

In an effort to remediate the highly toxic Passaic River, on April 11 th, the EPA 
Focused Feasibility Study and proposed cleanup plan for the lower eight mil~~ 
R~er. ~ 

The EPA's preferred cleanup method consists of bank-to-bank dredging of 4.3 million 
ytthl~ of the lower 8.3 miles of the River, with a two-foot cap and off-site disposal of 

contaminated sediment. This cleanup and disposal method will be beneficial with 

f@~efffiettvliless, will reduce toxicity, ecological impacts, and risk to human health. 

Wineve this plan will result in a clean and healthy river. 

This bank-to-bank cleanup will deliver environmental and economic benefits to the 

SiliruU\Uiifi~sthe River for generations to come. 

We are eager to be a part of the solution that reclaims the Passaic River for our region. 

~}Jf}Ort EPA's proposed cleanup plan and call on the polluters to pay for a full clean 
Ql.UR~ommunities deserve and demand! 
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May 7, 2014 

Please accept this letter from the signed organizations and residents supporting the 
Environmental Protection Agency's proposed cleanup plan for the lower Passaic River. 
In an effort to remediate the highly toxic Passaic River, on April 11th, the EPA released its 
Focused Feasibility Study and proposed cleanup plan for the lower eight miles of the River. 

The EPA's preferred cleanup method consists ofbank:-to-bank dredging of 4.3 million cubic 
yards of the lower 8.3 miles of the River, with a two-foot cap and off-site disposal of 
contaminated sediment. This cleanup and disposal method will be beneficial with respect to long 
term effectiveness, will reduce toxicity, ecological impacts, and risk to human health. We 
believe this plan will result in a clean and healthy river. 

This bank-to-bank cleanup will deliver environmental and economic benefits to the communities 
surrounding the River for generations to come. 

We are eager to be a part of the solution that reclaims the Passaic River for our region. Together, 
we support EPA's proposed cleanup plan and call on the polluters to pay for a full clean up that 
OUR communities deserve and demand! 

Thank you. 

Sincerely, 
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May 7, 2014 

Please accept this letter from the signed organizations and residents supporting the 
Environmental Protection Agency's proposed cleanup plan for the lower Passaic River. 
In an effort to remediate the highly toxic Passaic River, on April 11 th, the EPA 
Focused Feasibility Study and proposed cleanup plan for the lower eight mil~~ 
River. its 

The EPA's preferred cleanup method consists of bank-to-bank dredging of 4.3 million 
yuh:i~ of the lower 8.3 miles of the River, with a two-foot cap and off-site disposal of 
contaminated sediment. This cleanup and disposal method will be beneficial with 
f@PifeffuetWlfuess, will reduce toxicity, ecological impacts, and risk to human health. 
~§eve this plan will result in a clean and healthy river. 

This bank-to-bank cleanup will deliver environmental and economic benefits to the 
§fltlOO\\lliii~sthe River for generations to come. 

We are eager to be a part ofthe solution that reclaims the Passaic River for our region. 
~pport EPA's proposed cleanup plan and call on the polluters to pay for a full clean 
QlURa&ommunities deserve and demand! 
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May 7, 2014 

Please accept this letter from the signed organizations and residents supporting the 
Environmental Protection Agency's proposed cleanup plan for the lower Passaic River. 
In an effort to remediate the highly toxic Passaic River, on April 11th, the EPA released its 
Focused Feasibility Study and proposed cleanup plan for the lower eight miles of the River. 

The EPA's preferred cleanup method consists ofbank-10-bank dredging of 4.3 million cubic 
yards ofthe lower 8.3 miles:ofthe River, with a two-foot cap and off-site disposal of 1 

contaminated sediment. This cleanup and disposal method will be beneficial with respect to long 
term effectiveness, will reduce toxicity, ecological impacts, and risk to human health. We 
believe this plan will result in a clean and healthy river. 

This bank-to-bank cleanup will deliver environmental and economic benefits to the communities 
surrounding the River for generations to come. 

We are eager to be a part of the solution that reclaims the Passaic River for our region. Together, 
we support EPA's proposed cleanup plan and call on the polluters to pay for a full clean up that 
OUR communities deserve and demand! 

Thank you. 

Sincerely, 



el 7 mayo de 2014 

Favor de recibir esta carta, firmada por las organizaciones y residentes que apoyan el plan 
presentada por la Agencia de Protecci6n Ambiental (EPA) para la limpieza del segmento mas 
bajo del Rio Passiac. Elll de abril, como parte de sus esfuerzos para remediar el t6xico Rio 
Passaic, la EPA lanz6 su Estudio Enfocado sobre la Viabilidad, asi como su propuesta para la 
limpieza de los 13 kil6metros mas bajos del rio. 

Para la EPA, el metodo pref~rido para la limpieza consiste en dragar de una orilla a la otra, una 
distancia de 3.9 millones de metros cubicos en los 13.4 kil6metros mas bajos del rio, y tapar el 
fondo con una capa de 0.61 metros de profundidad. Los sedimentos contaminados seran 
transportados a un sitio lejos de la comunidad. La limpieza y el metodo de desechar de los 
sedimentos t6xicos seran beneficos con respecto ala eficaz de largo plazo. Reduciran el nivel de 
toxicidad y los impactos ecol6gicos y el riesgo a la salud humana. Creemos que este plan 
resultara en un rio sano. 

Una limpieza de orilla a orilla traera beneficios ambientales y econ6micos a las comunidades 
ubicadas cerca al rio para las generaciones venideras. 

Estamos anciosos por ser parte de la soluci6n para recuperar el Rio Passaic para nuestra region. 
Juntos, apoyamos la propuesta de la EPA para la limpieza y hacemos un llamamiento para que 
los que contaminaron el rio paguen para una limpieza completa, consecuente con lo que 
NUESTRAS comunidades merecen y exigen! 

Gracias. 

Atentamente, 

(Letra de Molde) (Firma) 



May 7, 2014 

Please accept this letter from the signed organizations and residents supporting the 
Environmental Protection Agency's proposed cleanup plan for the lower Passaic River. 
In an effort to remediate the highly toxic Passaic River, on April 11th, the EPA released its 
Focused Feasibility Study and proposed cleanup plan for the lower eight miles of the River. 

The EPA's preferred cleanup method consists of bank-to-bank dredging of 4.3 million cubic 
yards of the lower 8.3 miles of the River, with a two-foot cap and off-site disposal of 
contaminated sediment. This cleanup and disposal method will be beneficial with respect to long 
term effectiveness, will reduce toxicity, ecological impacts, and risk to human health. We 
believe this plan will result in a clean and healthy river. 

This bank-to-bank cleanup will deliver environmental and economic benefits to the communities 
surrounding the River for generations to come. 

We are eager to be a part of the solution that reclaims the Passaic River for our region. Together, 
we support EPA's proposed cleanup plan and call on the polluters to pay for a full clean up that 
OUR communities deserve and demand! 

Thank you. 

Sincerely, 



el 7 mayo de 2014 

recibir esta carta, firmada y 
presentada por Agencia de Protecci6n Ambiental (EPA) para la del segmento mas 
bajo Passiac. 11 de abril, como parte de sus esfuerzos para remediar el t6xico Rio 
Passaic, la EPA lanz6 su Estudio Enfocado sobre la Viabilidad, asi como su propuesta para la 
limpieza de los 13 kil6metros mas bajos del rio. 

Para la EPA, el metodo preferido para la limpieza consiste en dragar de una orilla' a la otra, una 
distancia de 3.9 millones de metros cubicos en los 13.4 kil6metros mas bajos del rio, y tapar el 
fondo con una capa de 0.61 metros de profundidad. Los sedimentos contaminados seran 
transportados a un sitio lejos de Ia comunidad. La limpieza y el metodo de desechar de los 
sedimentos t6xicos seran beneficos con respecto a la eficaz de largo plazo. Reduciran el nivel de 
toxicidad y los impactos ecol6gicos y el riesgo a la salud humana. Creemos que este plan 
resultara en un rio sano. 

Una limpieza de orilla a orilla traera beneficios ambientales y econ6micos a las comunidades 
ubicadas cerca al rio para las generaciones venideras. 

Estamos anciosos por ser parte de la soluci6n para recuperar el Rio Passaic para nuestra region. 
Juntos, apoyamos la propuesta de la EPA para la limpieza y hacemos un llamamiento para que 
los que contaminaron el rio paguen para una limpieza completa, consecuente con lo que 
NUESTRAS comunidades merecen y exigen! 

Gracias. 

Atentamente, 

(Letra de Molde) (Firma) 



el 7 mayo de 2014 

de recibir esta carta, firrnada las organizaciones y residentes que apoyan el plan 
presentada por la Agencia de Protecci6n Ambiental (EPA) para la limpieza 
bajo del Rio Passiac. El 11 de abril, como parte de sus esfuerzos para remediar el t6xico Rio 
Passaic, la EPA lanz6 su Estudio Enfocado sabre la Viabilidad, asi como su propuesta para la 
limpieza de los 13 kil6metros mas bajos del rio. 

Para la EPA, el metoda pr~ferido para la limpieza consiste en dragar de una orilla a Ia otra, una 
distancia de 3.9 millones de metros cubicos en los 13.4 kil6metros mas bajos del rio, y tapar el 
fonda con una capa de 0.61 metros de profundidad. Los sedimentos contaminados seran 
transportados a un sitio lejos de la comunidad. La limpieza y el metoda de desechar de los 
sedimentos t6xicos seran beneficos con respecto ala eficaz de largo plaza. Reduciran el nivel de 
toxicidad y los impactos ecol6gicos y el riesgo a la salud humana. Creemos que este plan 
resultara en un rio sano. 

Una limpieza de orilla a orilla traera beneficios ambientales y econ6micos a las comunidades 
ubicadas cerca al rio para las generaciones venideras. 

Estamos anciosos por ser parte de la soluci6n para recuperar el Rio Passaic para nuestra region. 
Juntos, apoyamos la propuesta de la EPA para la limpieza y hacemos un llamamiento para que 
los que contaminaron el rio paguen para una limpieza completa, consecuente con lo que 
NUESTRAS comunidades merecen y exigen! 

Gracias. 

Atentamente, 



May 7, 2014 

Please accept this letter from the signed organizations and residents supporting the 
Environmental Protection Agency's proposed cleanup plan for the lower Passaic River. 
In an effort to remediate the highly toxic Passaic River, on April 11th, the EPA released its 
Focused Feasibility Study and proposed cleanup plan for the lower eight miles of the River. 

The EPA's preferred cleanup method consists of bank-to-bank dredging of 4.3 million cubic 
yards of the lower 8.3tmiles of the River, with a two-foot cap and off-site disposal Of 
contaminated sediment. This cleanup and disposal method will be beneficial with respect to long 
term effectiveness, will reduce toxicity, ecological impacts, and risk to human health. We 
believe this plan will result in a clean and healthy river. 

This bank-to-bank cleanup will deliver environmental and economic benefits to the communities 
surrounding the River for generations to come. 

We are eager to be a part of the solution that reclaims the Passaic River for our region. Together, 
we support EPA's proposed cleanup plan and call on the polluters to pay for a full clean up that 
OUR communities deserve and demand! 

Thank you. 

Sincerely, 

(Print) (Sign) 



7,2014 

this letter 
lower River. 

In an effort to rcmediate the highly toxic Passaic River, on 11 t\ the EPA released its 
Focused Feasibility Study and proposed cleanup plan for the lower eight miles of the River. 

The ciA's preferred cleanup method consists of bank-to-bank dredging of 4.3 million cubic 
yards of the lower 8.3 miles of the River, with a two-foot cap and off-site disposal of 
contaminated sediment. This cleanup and disposal method will be beneficial with respect to 
tenn effectiveness, will reduce toxicity, ecological impacts, and risk to human health. We 
believe this plan will result in a clean and healthy river. 

This bank-to-bank will deliver environmental and benefits to the 
surrounding the River for generations to come. 

We are eager to be a part of the solution that reclaims the Passaic River for our region. Together, 
we support EPA's proposed cleanup plan and call on the polluters to pay for a full clean up that 
OUR communities deserve and demand! 

Thank you. 



el 7 mayo de 2014 

como sus 
Passaic, la EPA lanz6 su Estudio Enfocado sobre la Viabilidad, asi como su propuesta para la 

de los 13 mas bajos del rio. 

la EPA, el metodo preferido I a limpieza consiste en una 
distancia 3.9 de metros cubicos en los 13 kil6metros bajos y 
fondo con una capa de 0.61 metros de profundidad. Los sedimentos contaminados seran 
transportados a un sitio de comunidad. La y el metodo de desechar de los 
sedimentos t6xicos seran beneficos con respecto ala eficaz de largo plazo. Reduciran el nivel de 
toxicidad y los impactos ecol6gicos y el riesgo ala salud humana. Creemos que este plan 
resultara en un rio sano. 

Una limpieza de orilla a orilla traera beneficios ambientales y econ6micos a las comunidades 
ubicadas cerca al rio para las generaciones venideras. 

Estamos anciosos por ser parte de la soluci6n para recuperar el Rio Passaic para nuestra region. 
Juntos, apoyamos la propuesta de la EPA para la limpieza y hacemos un llamamiento para que 
los que contaminaron el rio paguen para una limpieza completa, consecuente con lo que 
NUESTRAS comunidades merecen y exigenl 

Gracias. 

Atentamente, 











May 2014 

letter from the signed and supporting 
vu..J.uv••«u Prclte(~tlo'n Agency's proposed plan lower Passaic 

In an effort to remediate the highly toxic Passaic River, on Aprilll th, the EPA released its 
Focused Feasibility Study and proposed cleanup plan for the lower eight miles of the River. 

The EPA's preferred cleanup method consists ofbank-to-bank dredging of 4.3 million cubic 
yards of the lower 8.3 miles of the River, with a two-foot cap and off-site disposal of 
contaminated sediment. This cleanup and disposal method will be beneficial with respect to long 
term effectiveness, wiil reduce toxicity, ecological impacts, and risk to human health. We 
believe this plan will result in a clean and healthy river. 

This bank-to-bank cleanup will deliver environmental and economic benefits to the communities 
surrounding to come. 

We are eager to be a part of the solution that reclaims the Passaic River for our region. Together, 
we support EPA's proposed cleanup plan and call on the polluters to pay for a full clean up that 
OUR communities deserve and demand! 

Thank you. 

Sincerely, 





el 7 mayo de 2014 

esta 
presentada por Agencia de Proteccion 
bajo del Rio Passiac. 11 de como parte sus "'"-r""' ... "'"'" 

Passaic, la EPA lanz6 su Estudio Enfocado sobre la Viabilidad, asi como su propuesta para la 
limpieza de los 13 kil6metros mas bajos del rio. 

Para la EPA, el metodo preferido para la limpieza consiste en dragar de una orilla ala otra, una 
distancia de 3.9 millones de metros cubicos en los 13.4 kil6metros mas bajos del rio, y tapar el 
tondo con una capa de 0.61 metros de profundidad. Los sedimentos contaminados seran 
transportados a un sitio lejos de la comunidad. La limpieza y el metodo de desechar de los 
sedimentos t6xicos senin beneficos con respecto ala eficaz de largo plazo. Reducin1n el nivel de 
toxicidad y los impactos ecol6gicos y el riesgo a la salud humana. Creemos que este plan 
resultara en un rio sano. 

Una limpieza de orilla a orilla traera beneficios ambientales y econ6micos a las comunidades 
ubicadas cerca al rio para las generaciones venideras. 

Estamos anciosos por ser parte de la soluci6n para recuperar el Rio Passaic para nuestra region. 
Juntos, apoyamos la propuesta de la EPA para la limpieza y hacemos un llamamiento para que ,.,. 
los que contaminaron el rio paguen para una limpieza completa, consecuente con lo que 
NUESTRAS comunidades merecen y exigen! 

Gracias. 

Atentamente, 





May 7, 2014 

the 
an to Passaic on April 11th, released 

Focused Feasibility Study and proposed cleanup plan for the lower eight miles of the River. 

The EPA's preferred cleanup method consists of baiLl< -to-bank dredging of 4.3 million cubic 
yards of the lower 8.3 miles of the River, with a two-foot cap and off-site disposal of 
contarnic::ted sediment. This cleanup and disposal method will be beneficial with respect to long 
term effectiveness, will reduce toxicity, ecological impacts, and risk to human health. We 
believe this plan will result in a clean and healthy river. 

This bank-to-bank cleanup will deliver environmental and economic benefits to the communities 
surrounding the River for generations to come. 

We are eager to be a part of the solution that reclaims the Passaic River for our region. Together, 
we support EPA's proposed cleanup plan and call on the polluters to pay for a full clean up that 
OUR communities deserve and demand! 

Thank you. 

Sincerely, 



May 7, 2014 

Please accept this letter from the signed organizations and residents supporting the 
Environmental Protection Agency's proposed cleanup plan for the lower Passaic River. 
In an effort to remediate the highly toxic Passaic River, on April 11 rh, the EPA released its 
Focused Feasibility Study and proposed cleanup plan for the lower eight miles of the River. 

The EPA's preferred cleanup method consists of bank-to-bank dredging of 4.3 million cubic 
yards of the lower 8.3 miles of the River, with a two-foot cap and off-site disposal of 
contaminated sediment. This cleanup and disposal method will be beneficial with respect to long 
term effectiveness, will reduce toxicity, ecological impacts, and risk to human health. We 
believe this plan will result in a clean and healthy river. 

This bank-to-bank cleanup will deliver environmental and economic benefits to the communities 
surrounding the River for generations to come. 

We are eager to be a part of the solution that reclaims the Passaic River for our region. Together, 
we support EPA's proposed cleanup plan and call on the polluters to pay for a full clean up that 
OUR communities deserve and demand! 

Thank you. 

Sincerely, 

(Print) 











May 7, 2014 

Please accept this letter from the signed organizations and residents supporting the 
Environmental Protection Agency's proposed cleanup plan for the lower Passaic River. 
In an effort to remediate the highly toxic Passaic River, on April 11th, the EPA released its 
Focused Feasibility Study and proposed cleanup plan for the lower eight miles of the River. 

The EPA's preferred cleanup method consists of bank -to-bank dredging of 4.3 million cubic 
yards of the lower 8.3 miles of the River, with a two-foot cap and off-site disposal of 
contaminated sediment. This cleanup and disposal method will be beneficial with respect to long 
term effectiveness, will reduce toxicity, ecological impacts, and risk to human health. We 
believe this plan will result in a clean and healthy river. 

This bank-to-bank cleanup will deliver environmental and economic benefits to the communities 
surrounding the River for generations to come. 

We are eager to be a part of the solution that reclaims the Passaic River for our region. Together, 
we support EPA's proposed cleanup plan and call on the polluters to pay for a full clean up that 
OUR communities deserve and demand! 

Thank you. 

Sincerely, 





May 7, 2014 
Please accept this letter from the signed organizations and residents supporting 

the Environmental Protection Agency's proposed cleanup plan for the lower Passaic 
River. In an effort to remediate the highly toxic Passaic River, on April 11th, the EPA 
released its Focused Feasibility Study and proposed cleanup plan for the lower eight 
miles of the River. 

The EPA's preferred cleanup method consists of bank-to-bank dredging of 4.3 
million cubic yards of the lower 8.3 miles of the River, with a two-foot cap and off-site 
disposal of contaminated sediment. This cleanup and disposal method will be beneficial 
with respect to long term effectiveness, will reduce toxicity, ecological impacts, and risk 
to human health. We believe this plan will result in a clean and healthy river. 

This bank-to-bank cleanup will deliver environmental and economic benefits to 
the communities surrounding the River for generations to come. We are eager to be a 
part of the solution that reclaims the Passaic River for our region. Together, we support 
EPA's proposed cleanup plan and call on the polluters to pay for a full clean up that 
OUR communities deserve and demand! 
Thank you. 
Sincerely, 

(Print) (Sign) 





May 7, 2014 
Please accept this letter from the signed organizations and residents supporting 

the Environmental Protection Agency's proposed cleanup plan for the lower Passaic 
River. In an effort to remediate the highly toxic Passaic River, on April 11th, the EPA 
released its Focused Feasibility Study and proposed cleanup plan for the lower eight 
miles of the River. 

The EPA's preferred cleanup method consists of bank-to-bank dredging of 4.3 
million cubic yards of the lower 8.3 miles of the River, with a two-foot cap and off-site 
disposal of contaminated sediment. This cleanup and disposal method will be beneficial 
with respect to long term effectiveness, will reduce toxicity, ecological impacts, and risk 
to human health. We believe this plan will result in a clean and healthy river. 

This bank-to-bank cleanup will deliver environmental and economic benefits to 
the communities surrounding the River for generations to come. We are eager to be a 
part of the solution that reclaims the Passaic River for our region. Together, we support 
EPA's proposed cleanup plan and call on the polluters to pay for a full clean up that 
OUR communities deserve and demand! 
Thank you. 
Sincerely, 







May 7, 2014 

Please accept this letter from the signed organizations and residents supporting the 
Environmental Protection Agency's proposed cleanup plan for the lower Passaic River. 
In an effort to remediate the highly toxic Passaic River, on April 11th, the EPA released its 
Focused Feasibility Study and proposed cleanup plan for the lower eight miles of the River. 

The EPA's preferred cleanup method consists of bank-to-bank dredging of 4.3 million cubic 
yards of the lower 8.3 miles of the River, with a two-foot cap and off-site disposal of 
contaminated sediment. This cleanup and disposal method will be beneficial with respect to long 
term effectiveness, will reduce toxicity, ecological impacts, and risk to human health. We 
believe this plan will result in a clean and healthy river. 

This bank-to-bank cleanup will deliver environmental and economic benefits to the communities 
surrounding the River for generations to come. 

We are eager to be a part of the solution that reclaims the Passaic River for our region. Together, 
we support EPA's proposed cleanup plan and call on the polluters to pay for a full clean up that 
OUR communities deserve and demand! 

Thank you. 

Sincerely, 



May 7, 2014 
Please accept this letter from the signed organizations and residents supporting 

the Environmental Protection Agency's proposed cleanup plan for the lower Passaic 
River. In an effort to remediate the highly toxic Passaic River, on April 11th, the EPA 
released its Focused Feasibility Study and proposed cleanup plan for the lower eight 
miles of the River. 

The EPA's preferred cleanup method consists of bank-to-bank dredging of 4.3 
million cubic yards of the lower 8.3 miles of the River, with a two-foot cap and off-site 
disposal of contaminated sediment. This cleanup and disposal method will be beneficial 
with respect to long term effectiveness, will reduce toxicity, ecological impacts, and risk 
to human health. We believe this plan will result in a clean and healthy river. 

This bank-to-bank cleanup will deliver environmental and economic benefits to 
the communities surrounding the River for generations to come. We are eager to be a 
part of the solution that reclaims the Passaic River for our region. Together, we support 
EPA's proposed cleanup plan and call on the polluters to pay for a full clean up that 
OUR communities deserve and demand! 
Thank you. 
Sincerely, 

(Print) (Sign) 





May 7, 2014 

Please accept this letter from the signed organizations and residents supporting the 
Environmental Protection Agency's proposed cleanup plan for the lower Passaic River. 
In an effort to remediate the highly toxic Passaic River, on April 11th, the EPA released its 
Focused Feasibility Study and proposed cleanup plan for the lower eight miles of the River. 

The EPA's preferred cleanup method consists of bank-to-bank dredging of 4.3 million cubic 
yards of the lower 8.3 miles of the River, with a two-foot cap and off-site disposal of 
contaminated sediment. This cleanup and disposal method will be beneficial with respect to long 
term effectiveness, will reduce toxicity, ecological impacts, and risk to human health. We 
believe this plan will result in a clean and healthy river. 

This bank-to-bank cleanup will deliver environmental and economic benefits to the communities 
surrounding the River for generations to come. 

We are eager to be a part of the solution that reclaims the Passaic River for our region. Together, 
we support EPA's proposed cleanup plan and call on the polluters to pay for a full clean up that 
OUR communities deserve and demand! 

Thank you. 

Sincerely, 



May 7, 2014 

Please accept this letter from the signed organizations and residents supporting the 
Environmental Protection Agency's proposed cleanup plan for the lower Passaic River. 
In an effort to remediate the highly toxic Passaic River, on April 11 t\ the EPA released its 
Focused Feasibility Study and proposed cleanup plan for the lower eight miles of the River. 

The EPA's preferred cleanup method consists of bank -to-bank dredging of 4.3 million cubic 
yards of the lower 8.3 miles of the River, with a two-foot cap and off-site disposal of 
contaminated sediment. This cleanup and disposal method will be beneficial with respect to long 
term effectiveness, will reduce toxicity, ecological impacts, and risk to human health. We 
believe this plan will result in a clean and healthy river. 

This bank-to-bank cleanup will deliver environmental and economic benefits to the communities 
surrounding the River for generations to come. 

We are eager to be a part of the solution that reclaims the Passaic River for our region. Together, 
we support EPA's proposed cleanup plan and call on the polluters to pay for a full clean up that 
OUR communities deserve and demand! 

Thank you. 

Sincerely, 



May 7, 2014 

Please accept this letter from the signed organizations and residents supporting the 
Environmental Protection Agency's proposed cleanup plan for the lower Passaic River. 
In an effort to remediate the highly toxic Passaic River, on April 11th, the EPA released its 
Focused Feasibility Study and proposed cleanup plan for the lower eight miles of the River. 

The EPA's preferred cleanup method consists of bank-to-bank dredging of 4.3 million cubic 
yards of the lower 8.3 miles ofthe River, with a two-foot cap and off-site disposal of 
contaminated sediment. This cleanup and disposal method will be beneficial with respect to long 
term effectiveness, will reduce toxicity, ecological impacts, and risk to human health. We 
believe this plan will result in a clean and healthy river. 

This bank-to-bank cleanup will deliver environmental and economic benefits to the communities 
surrounding the River for generations to come. 

We are eager to be a part of the solution that reclaims the Passaic River for our region. Together, 
we support EPA's proposed cleanup plan and call on the polluters to pay for a full clean up that 
OUR communities deserve and demand! 

Thank you. 

Sincerely, 



May 2014 

this letter from the signed organizations residents supporting 
Protection Agency's proposed cleanup plan the lower Passaic River. 

In an effo1t to remediate the highly toxic Passaic River, on Aprilll th, the EPA released its 
Focused Feasibility Study and proposed cleanup plan for the lower eight miles of the River. 

The EPA's preferred cleanup method consists ofbank-to-bank dredging of 4.3 million cubic 
yards ofthe lower 8.3 miles of the River, with a two-foot cap and off-site disposal of 
contaminated sediment. This cleanup and disposal method will be beneficial with respect to long 
term effectiveness, will reduce toxicity, ecological impacts, and risk to human health. We 
believe this plan will result in a clean and healthy river. 

This bank-to-bank cleanup will deliver environmental and economic benefits to the communities 
surrounding the River generations to come. 

We are eager to be a part of the solution that reclaims the Passaic River for our region. Together, 
we support EPA's proposed cleanup plan and call on the polluters to pay for a full clean up that 
OUR communities deserve and demand! 

Thank you. 

Sincerely, 

(Print) (Sign) 





May 7, 2014 

Please signed and residents supporting 
nvirmlm€~nt:ll Protection proposed plan for lower Passaic 

In an effort to remediate the highly toxic Passaic River, on April 11th, the EPA released its 
Focused Feasibility Study and proposed cleanup plan for the lower eight miles of the River. 

The EPA's preferred cleanup method consists ofbank-to-bank dredging of 4.3 million cubic 
yards of the lower 8.3 miles of the River, with a two-foot cap and off-site disposal of 
contaminated sediment. This cleanup and disposal method will be beneficial with respect to long 
term effectiveness, will reduce toxicity, ecological impacts, and risk to human health. We 
believe this plan will result in a clean and healthy river. 

This bank-to-bank cleanup will deliver environmental and economic benefits to the communities 
surrounding the River for generations to come. 

We are eager to be a part of the solution that reclaims the Passaic River for our region. Together, 
we support EPA's proposed cleanup plan and call on the polluters to pay for a full clean up that 
OUR communities deserve and demand! 

Thank you. 



May 7, 2014 

Please accept this from and supporting 
Environmental Protection Agency's proposed plan lower Passaic 
In an effort to remediate the highly toxic Passaic River, on April 11th, the EPA released its 
Focused Feasibility Study and proposed cleanup plan for the lower eight miles of the River. 

The EPA's preferred cleanup method consists of bank-to-bank dredging of 4.3 million cubic 
yards of the lower 8.3 miles of the River, with a two-foot cap and off-site disposal of 
contaminated sediment. This cleanup and disposal method will be beneficial with respect to long 
term effectiveness, will reduce toxicity, ecological impacts, and risk to human health. We 
believe this plan will result in a clean and healthy river. 

This bank-to-bank cleanup will deliver environmental and economic benefits to the communities 
surrounding the River for generations to come. 

We are eager to be a part of the solution that reclaims the Passaic River for our region. Together, 
we support EPA's proposed cleanup plan and call on the polluters to pay for a full clean up that 
OUR communities deserve and demand! 

Thank you. 

Sincerely, 



May 7, 2014 

Please accept this letter from the signed organizations and residents supporting the 
Environmental Protection Agency's proposed cleanup plan for the lower Passaic River. 
In an effort to remediate the highly toxic Passaic River, on April 11th, the EPA released its 
Focused Feasibility Study and proposed cleanup plan for the lower eight miles of the River. 

The EPA's preferred cleanup method consists of bank-to-bank dredging of 4.3 million cubic 
yards of the lower 8.3 miles of the River, with a two-foot cap and off-site disposal of 
contaminated sediment. This cleanup and disposal method will be beneficial with respect to long 
term effectiveness, will reduce toxicity, ecological impacts, and risk to human health.~"We 
believe this plan will result in a clean and healthy river. 

This bank-to-bank cleanup will deliver environmental and economic benefits to the communities 
surrounding the River for generations to come. 

We are eager to be a part of the solution that reclaims the Passaic River for our region. Together, 
we support EPA's proposed cleanup plan and call on the polluters to pay for a full clean up that 
OUR communities deserve and demand! 

Thank you. 

Sincerely, 





el 7 mayo de 2014 

Favor 
presentada por 
bajo del Rio Passiac. como parte sus esfuerzos e1 t6xico 
Passaic, la EPA lanz6 su Estudio Enfocado sobre la Viabilidad, asi como su propuesta para la 
limpieza de los 13 kil6metros mas bajos del rio. 

Para la EPA, el metodo preferido para la limpieza consiste en dragar de una orilla ala otra, una 
distancia de 3.9 millones de metros cubicos en los 13.4 kil6metros mas bajos del rio, y tapar el 
tondo con una capa de 0.61 metros de profundidad. Los sedimentos contaminados seran 
transportados a un sitio lejos de la comunidad. La limpieza y el metodo de desechar de los 
sedimentos t6xicos seran beneficos con respecto a la eficaz de largo plazo. Reduciran el nivel de 
toxicidad y los impactos ecol6gicos y el riesgo ala salud humana. Creemos que este plan 
resultara en un rio sano. 

Una limpieza de orilla a orilla traera beneficios ambientales y econ6micos a las comunidades 
ubicadas cerca al rio para las generaciones venideras. 

Estamos anciosos por ser parte de la soluci6n para recuperar el Rio Passaic para nuestra region. 
Juntos, apoyamos la propuesta de la EPA para la limpieza y hacemos un llamamiento para que '"
los que contaminaron el rio paguen para una limpieza completa, consecuente con lo que 
NUESTRAS comunidades merecen y exigen! 

Gracias. 













7, 4 

Please organizations residents supporting the 
Environmental Protection Agency's proposed cleanup plan for the lower Passaic River. 
In an effort to remediate the highly toxic Passaic River, on April 11 1

\ the EPA released its 
Focused Feasibility Study and proposed cleanup plan for the lower eight miles of the River. 

The EPA's preferred cleanup method consists of bank-to-bank dredging of 4.3 million cubic 
yards of the lower 8.3 miles of the River, with a two-foot cap and off-site disposal of 
contaminated sediment. This cleanup and disposal method will be beneficial with respect to long 
term effectiveness, will reduce toxicity, ecological impacts, and risk to human health. We 
believe this plan will result in a clean and healthy river. 

This bank-to-bank cleanup will deliver environmental and economic benefits to the communities 
surrounding the River for generations to come. 

We are eager to be a part of the solution that reclaims the Passaic River for our region. Together, 
we support EPA's proposed cleanup plan and call on the polluters to pay for a full clean up that 
OUR communities deserve and demand! 

Thank you. 

Sincerely, 
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May 7, 2014 
Please accept this letter from the signed organizations and residents supporting 

the Environmental Protection Agency's proposed cleanup plan for the lower Passaic 
River. In an effort to remediate the highly toxic Passaic River, on April 11th, the EPA 
released its Focused Feasibility Study and proposed cleanup plan for the lower eight 
miles of the River. 

The EPA's preferred cleanup method consists of bank-to-bank dredging of 4.3 
million cubic yards of the lower 8.3 miles of the River, with a two-foot cap and off-site 
disposal of contaminated sediment. This cleanup and disposal method will be beneficial 
with respect to long term effectiveness, will reduce toxicity, ecological impacts, and risk 
to human health. We believe this plan will result in a clean and healthy river. 

This bank-to-bank cleanup will deliver environmental and economic benefits to 
the communities surrounding the River for generations to come. We are eager to be a 
part of the solution that reclaims the Passaic River for our region. Together, we support 
EPA's proposed cleanup plan and call on the polluters to pay for a full clean up that 
OUR communities deserve and demand! 
Thank you. 
Sincerely, 





2014 

Please accept this from and residents supporting the 
Environmental Protection Agency's proposed plan for the lower Passaic River. 
In an effort to remediate the highly toxic Passaic River, on April 11 1

\ the EPA released its 
Focused Feasibility Study and proposed cleanup for the lower eight miles of the River. 

The EPA's preferred cleanup method consists ofbank-to-bank dredging of 4.3 million cubic 
yards of the lower 8.3 miles ofthe River, with a two-foot cap and off-site disposal of 
contaminated sediment. This cleanup and disposal method will be beneficial with respect to long 
term effectiveness, will reduce toxicity, ecological impacts, and risk to human health. We 
believe this plan will result in a clean and healthy river. 

This bank-to-bank cleanup will deliver environmental and economic benefits to the communities 
surrounding the River for generations to come. 

We are eager to be a part of the solution that rechims the Passaic River for our region. Together, 
we support EPA's proposed cleanup plan and call on the polluters to pay for a full clean up that 
OUR communities deserve and demand! 

Thank you. 

Sincerely, 





May 7, 2014 

Please accept this letter from and residents supporting the 
Environmental Protection Agency's proposed plan for the lower Passaic River. 
In an effort to remediate the highly toxic Passaic River, on April 11th, the EPA released its 
Focused Feasibility Study and proposed cleanup for the lower eight miles ofthe River. 

The EPA's preferred cleanup method consists ofbank-to-bank dredging of 4.3 million cubic 
yards of the lower 8.3 miles of the River, with a two-foot cap and off-site disposal of 
contaminated sediment. This cleanup and disposal method will be beneficial with respect to long 
term effectiveness, will reduce toxicity, ecological impacts, and risk to human health. We 
believe this plan will result in a clean and healthy river. 

This bank-to-bank cleanup will deliver environmental and economic benefits to the communities 
surrounding the River for generations to come. 

We are eager to be a part of the solution that 
we support EPA's proposed cleanup plan and call on 
OUR communities deserve and demand! 

Thank you. 

Sincerely, 

the Passaic River for our region. Together, 
polluters to pay for a full clean up that 





May7, 2014 

Please accept this letter from the and residents supporting the 
Environmental Protection Agency's proposed plan for the lower Passaic River. 
In an effort to remediate the highly toxic Passaic River, on April 11th, the EPA released its 
Focused Feasibility Study and proposed cleanup plan for the lower eight miles of the River. 

The EPA's preferred cleanup method consists ofbank-to-bank dredging of 4.3 million cubic 
yards of the lower 8.3 miles of the River, with a two-foot cap and off-site disposal of 
contaminated sediment. This cleanup and disposal method will be beneficial with respect to long 
term effectiveness, will reduce toxicity, ecological impacts, and risk to human health. We 
believe this plan will result in a clean and healthy river. 

This bank-to-bank cleanup will deliver environmental and economic benefits to the communities 
surrounding the River for generations to come. 

We are eager to be a part of the solution that the Passaic River for our region. Together, 
we support EPA's proposed cleanup plan and call on the polluters to pay for a full clean up that 
OUR communities deserve and demand! 

Thank you. 

Sincerely, 







May?, 2014 

Please accept this letter from the signed oq~an1zatlOJ1s and supporting 
Environmental Protection Agency's proposed plan the lower Passaic River. 
In an effort to remediate the highly toxic River, on April 11th, the EPA released its 
Focused Feasibility Study and proposed plan for the lower eight miles of the River. 

The EPA's preferred cleanup method consists ofbank-to-bank dredging of 4.3 million cubic 
yards ofthe lower 8.3 miles of the River, with two-foot cap and off-site disposal of 
contaminated sediment. This cleanup and method will be beneficial with respect to long 
term effectiveness, will reduce toxicity, ecological impacts, and risk to human health. We 
believe this plan will result in a clean and river. 

This bank-to-bank cleanup will deliver environmental and economic benefits to the communities 
surrounding the River for generations to come. 

We are eager to be a part ofthe solution 
we support EPA's proposed cleanup plan 
OUR communities deserve and demand! 

Thank you. 

Sincerely, 

(Print) 

reclaims the Passaic River for our region. Together, 
call on the polluters to pay for a full clean up that 
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ALPHONSEPCTRACCO 
Mayor 

August20, 2014 

Ms. Alice Yeh 

ToWNSHIP OF NuTLEY 
DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC SAFETY 

22R CHESTNUT STREET 
NUTLEY, NEW JERSEY 07110 

PHONE: (97J) 21!4-4915 

FAX. (971) 284-4920 

Remedial Project Manager, EPA 
290 Broadway, 19th floor 
New York, NY 10007-1866 

Email: Passaiclower8MileComments.Reqion2@epa.gov 

Dear Ms. Yeh: 

This is to provide you with the Township of Nutley's comments and concerns 
about the EPA's proposed plan for the lower 8 miles of the Passaic River. 

Since the EPA's proposed plan addresses only the lower 8 miles of the Passaic 
River and provides no benefits to the residents of Nutley, the Township of Nutley 
does not support the EPA's propose plan . I urge the EPA to look towards a more 
comprehensive remedial solution that addresses the full 17 miles of the Lower 
Passaic River Study Area (LPRSA) in a quicker and less disruptive manner. 

Residents of the Township of Nutley have waited far too long for action in the 
Passaic River. To be asked to sit back and wait longer, as we watch work 
commence in the lower 8 miles of the Passaic is insulting to our residents and 
illogical. 

Attached for your reference is an August 11 , 2014 letter from Senator Ronald 
Rice to the EPA with his formal comments and questions about the EPA's 
proposed plan. Senator Rice represents the Township of Nutley in the New 
Jersey State Senate. Rather than restate the comprehensive comments and 
questions submitted by Senator Rice , for the record the Township of Nutley 
supports Senator Rice's formal submission to the EPA and looks forward to your 
reply. 



Thank you for the opportunity to provide our comments and concerns. 
Unfortunately, the Township of Nutley does not support the EPA's plan as 
proposed. We look forward to your reply. 

cc: Township of Nutley Commissioners 
Congressman Rodney Frelinghuysen 
Senator Ronald Rice 
Assemblywoman Cleopatra Tucker 
Assemblyman Ralph Caputo 
Governor Chris Christie 
Commissioner Bob Martin , NJDEP 
US Senator Robert Menendez 
US Senator Cory Booker 
Congressman Albio Sires 
Congressman Donald Payne 
Congressman Bill Pascrell 
Essex County Executive Joseph DiVincenzo 
Gina McCarthy, EPA Administrator 
Judith Enck, EPA, Region 2 



1

Yeh, Alice

From: Linda Phillips <lph.shore@gmail.com>

Sent: Monday, August 11, 2014 11:53 AM

To: Region2 PassaicLower8MileComments

Subject: Please support the total clean up of the Passaic River

Clean up of the Passaic River is crucial to getting rid of the contaminants that have built up over the years. 

Alternative 2 would completely dredge the river, removing contaminants and putting the depth of the river back 

to old levels. Capping as proposed in alternative 3 would not get rid of the majority of the pollutants and will be 

costly over time because of maintenance requirements. The capping will not last forever, only total removal of 

the many years of silt full of dangerous pollutants would complete the task required. 

 

I urge your support of Alternative 2 in the clean up efforts on the Passaic River.  

 

Thank you for considering this issue, 

Linda Phillips 

Asbury Park, NJ 
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Yeh, Alice

From: David Pringle <dpringle@cleanwater.org>

Sent: Thursday, August 21, 2014 12:55 AM

To: Region2 PassaicLower8MileComments

Subject: RE: Comments on Passaic River Lower 8 mile clean up

Attachments: Comments on USEPA Passaic River Cleanup.docx

Attached this time! 
 
-----Original Message----- 
From: "David Pringle" <dpringle@cleanwater.org> 
Sent: Thursday, August 21, 2014 12:53am 
To: PassaicLower8MileComments.Region2@epa.gov 
Subject: Comments on Passaic River Lower 8 mile clean up 

Attached please find comments in support of EPA proposed bank to bank remedy, Alternative 3, with 
conditions (that it be in implemented quickly and strongly), opposition to doing nothing or just 
removing hot spots, and vigilance so that if alternative 3 fails, alternative 2 is pursued. Thank you for 
the opportunity to comment. 
  
Sincerely, 

David Pringle 

NJ Campaign Director 
Clean Water Action* 

Cell: 732-996-4288   

Email: dpringle@cleanwater.org  
 

Web: www.cleanwateraction.org/nj 
Donate | Volunteer | Twitter | Facebook | Youtube | Blog 

 
* Formally also known as the NJ Environmental Federation, State Chapter of Clean Water Action 
Please consider the environment before printing this e-mail. 
*************** 

This message (including any attachments) is intended only for the use of the person(s) to whom it is addressed, and may contain information that is privileged, 

confidential, and exempt from disclosure under applicable law. If you receive this message in error, please notify me immediately by email, telephone, or fax, and 

delete the original message from your records.  Thank you. 
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 By Tirza Wahrman and David Pringle, for Clean Water Action (New Jersey) 

        August 20, 2014 

 

COMMENTS ON BEHALF OF CLEAN WATER ACTION, NEW JERSEY, ON U.S. EPA’S 

RECOMMENDATION OF A REMEDIAL ACTION PLAN FOR THE LOWER EIGHT 

MILES OF THE PASSAIC RIVER 

 

Summary 

On behalf of Clean Water Action, we submit the following comments in 

strong support (with conditions) of U.S. EPA’s proposed alternative 3 remedy of 

bank-to-bank dredging of approximately 4.3 million cubic yards of the lower 8.3 

miles of the Lower Passaic River which runs through Newark Bay and the City of 

Newark.  

Clean Water Action is a one million member organization of diverse people 

and groups from across the US joined together to protect our environment, health, 

economic well-being and community quality of life. Our goals include clean, safe and 

affordable water; prevention of health threatening pollution; creation of 

environmentally safe jobs and businesses; and empowerment of people to make 

democracy work. Clean Water Action (in NJ formerly aka/dba NJ Environmental 

Federation, the state chapter of Clean Water Action) has over 100.000 members in 

New Jersey and is also dedicated to promoting environmental justice.   
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Newark is a majority minority city, one of New Jersey’s poorest, and it’s 

largest.   Its per capita income is approximately $17,367; 53% less than the New 

Jersey average, and 32.7% less than the national average.    

The Lower Passaic River runs through downtown Newark; along side it is 

one of the first designated Superfund sites in the country, the Diamond Alkali site.   

Newark residents also face assaults of living along side the Essex County garbage 

incinerator, Passaic Valley sewage treatment plant, Newark Airport, and Newark-

Elizabeth container sea port (and the ensuing heavy truck traffic), all of which are 

among the nation’s largest. 

 No other community would have to wait the years and years it has taken for 

the government to propose a final remedy for this contaminated stretch of river 

especially when the responsible parties are well known and extant.   Studies of the 

sediment date back some twenty years now.  The time for action is long past. 

The proposed alternative 3 remedy is the product of many years of high-

caliber, peer-reviewed and intensive study dating back to the mid 1990’s, which 

include data from a series of studies of the lower 17 miles of the river.  The 

proposed alternative 3 remedy of the bank-to-bank dredging and off-site disposal of 

4.3 million cubic yards of the lower 8 miles, based on data finding it to be the most 

contaminated stretch of the river, should be adopted and implemented without 

delay in the strongest fashion. This would be consistent with the agency’s stated 

goal of treating all people fairly, and reducing the disproportionate burden of 

environmental harm long endured by Newark residents.   
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 Background 

The City of Newark has a long industrial past, dating back to the 1800’s.  As 

the EPA proposed plan points out, by the end of the 19th century, many industrial 

operations, from manufactured gas plants, paper manufacturing and recycling 

facilities, petroleum refineries, chemical manufacturers and others were located 

along the river’s banks.   Industries and municipalities often discharged wastewater 

directly into the river.   

More recently, between 1948 and 1969, Diamond Alkali, also known as 

Diamond Shamrock Corp, and its successor corporations, Maxus, Inc. and Occidental 

Chemical, produced approximately 800 tons of 2,4,5-T, a major component of Agent 

Orange, at the 80 Lister Avenue facility.   This production comprised roughly fifteen 

percent of the total output of 2,4,5-T in the United States.   Diamond Alkali’s policies 

were noteworthy for their disregard of workers’ health at the time, even by the 

standards of the 1950’s and 60’s.  With apparent full knowledge of the negative 

health effects of Agent Orange on their workers, Diamond nonetheless directed 

them to dump tons of Agent Orange waste material, the 2,4,5-T, into the Passaic 

River.   The dumping was so prolonged that “(e)mployees were directed to 

surreptitiously wade into the river at low tide and ‘chop up’ the deposits so that they 

would not be seen by passing boats.”  Diamond Shamrock Chemical Co. v. Aetna, 258 

N.J. Super.  167, 183-184 (App. Div. 1992).     

The Lower Passaic River is part of the Diamond Alkali Superfund Site, which 

was placed on the National Priorities List in 1984; Occidental Chemical (a successor 

corporation which had purchased Diamond Alkali) at EPA’s request undertook an 
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early investigation of the river in 1994.    In the years that followed, EPA also 

identified approximately seventy companies that also contributed to the 

contamination issues on the river.   The leading hazardous substances found in the  

Study Area sediments, which pose the greatest potential risks to human health and 

the environment include 1. Dioxins and furans; 2. PCB’s; 3. Mercury; 4. DDT; 5. 

Copper; 6. Dieldrin; 7. PAH’S and 8. Lead. 

 

  EPA’s Proposed Remedy Is the Most Cost-Effective Remedy Designed to 

Insure Long-Term Restoration of the River and Protection of Human and Ecological 

Health 

The Focused Feasibility Study Area is the lower eight miles of the Lower 

Passaic River in northeastern New Jersey, from the river’s confluence with Newark 

Bay at River Mile (RM) 0 to RM 8.3 near the border between the City of Newark and 

Belleville Township.    A primary requirement of CERCLA, the Superfund statute,  is 

that the selected remedial action be protective of human health and the 

environment.  The study shows convincingly that the concentrations of 

contaminants of concern (COC’s), like dioxins and furans, PCB’s and mercury, have 

not declined over the past fifteen years.  The proposed bank-to-bank dredging is 

required to address the ongoing and persistent contamination in the sediment by 

removing it from the lower eight miles of the river.   

The goals of the remedial action objectives set forth in the study document 

are:   1. To reduce cancer risks and non-cancer health hazards for people eating fish 

and shellfish by reducing the concentration of COCs in the sediments of the FFS 
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study area; 2. To reduce the risks to ecological receptors by reducing the 

concentrations of COC’s in the sediments of the FFS Study Area; and 3. To reduce the 

migration of COC-contaminated sediments from FFS Study Area to upstream 

portions of the Lower Passaic River and to Newark Bay and the New York-New 

Jersey Harbor Estuary.   Each of these goals can only be attained by the proactive 

remedy of extensive dredging of the highly contaminated site.   Removing these 

sediments will reduce COC concentrations in biota including fish and crab tissue, 

thereby significantly reducing potential human health and ecological risks.   The 

remedy includes the placing of an engineered cap to sequester the extensive 

inventory of contaminants that would remain after the dredging is completed.   

Two other alternatives studied by EPA—a no-action alternative or “hot spot” 

dredging of some of the most contaminated spots—will not address the persistent 

contamination which characterizes the river.  Clean Water Action opposes these 

alternatives in the strongest of terms. 

A fourth alternative, a more extensive dredging program -- the 9.7 million 

cubic yard proposal contained in alternative 2 --- has merit and is supported by the 

Sierra Club, et al. Clean Water Action generally supports and in this case would like 

to support more permanent cleanups like alternative 2. However, Clean Water 

Action is supporting alternative 3 over 2 given unfortunate realities -- alternative 2 

would be of unprecedented scope due to the negligence and continued recalcitrance 

of the extant responsible parties, the clean-ups already been delayed too long, and 

federal officials in all 3 branches of government lack the political will to do more. 
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Accordingly, it is imperative that implementation of alternative 3, which calls 

for the removal of 4.3 million cubic yards, be expedited rigorously. Clean Water 

Action strongly supports the comments of the Passaic River Community Advisory 

Group (CAG) and Ironbound Community Corp. (ICC) including (most importantly) 

but not limited to 1) offsite disposal with no CAD in Newark Bay as well as no onsite 

or near sight thermal treatment facilities or CDF’s, 2) including future use and 

natural resource restoration in remedial design and implementation,  

3) expanding the monitoring and maintenance plan beyond 30 years, 4) being 

incredibly vigilant in monitoring and maintaining the cap, and 5) revisiting the 

record of decision including but not limited to the final remedy and the RP’s 

financial contributions if/when the cap fails and/or more the resources are needed. 

 

 

  ************************************************ 
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Yeh, Alice

From: Donald Harris <dlh1226519@gmail.com>

Sent: Sunday, August 17, 2014 9:28 PM

To: Yeh, Alice

Cc: Tom Puryear

Subject: NAACP'S letter of support.

Attachments: download-1408325114386.docx
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Yeh, Alice

From: Tom Puryear <puryeartl@gmail.com>

Sent: Monday, August 18, 2014 3:29 PM

To: Region2 PassaicLower8MileComments

Cc: Donald Harris; Yeh, Alice; Harriet Reaves; EDDIE YOUNG; Kelly Henry

Subject: re: A letter of support for “Sustainable Remedy”.

Attachments: Address Passaic River Concerns.docx

Hi, 

 

Please acknowledge receipt of this communication. 

 

Thanks much. 

 

Tom Puryear, President 

Oranges and Maplewood: NAACP 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

ORANGES & MAPLEWOOD UNITORANGES & MAPLEWOOD UNITORANGES & MAPLEWOOD UNITORANGES & MAPLEWOOD UNIT    

P.O. Box 1127, East Orange, NJ 07019 (973) 675-5325 

orangesmaplewoodnaacp@yahoo.com 

 1st Chartered Unit in New Jersey – 5th Chartered Unit in the United States 
 

 
August 17, 2014 
 
Alice Yeh, Remedial Project Manager  
Environmental Protection Agency  
290 Broadway, 19th Floor  
New York, New York 10007-1866  
 
Dear Ms. Yeh: 
 
As Unit President of the National Association for the Advancement of Colored People (NAACP) 
Oranges and Maplewood Unit, I write to request that your office select a remedy for the Lower 
Passaic River that considers the socio-economic impact that a multi-decade dredging project 
would have on the urban areas in Essex, Hudson, Passaic and Bergen counties.   We are very 
concerned about the possible impact on the Belleville and Newark communities. 
 
Our Unit supports the cleanup of the Passaic River, but would like it done in a way that closely 
weighs the impacts vs. benefits to the local communities.  We support a remedy that would 
involve projects outside of the River that will inspire community modifications and promote 
employment in the area.  
 
While our organization is not in the position to comment on the technical aspects of the 
Environmental Protection Agency’s (EPA) proposed plan to dredge and cap the lower 8 miles of 
the Passaic River, we learned recently about another remedy that we believe will improve 
Passaic River communities and the watershed.  This remedy is  known as the “Sustainable 
Remedy”.    It is our Unit’s beliefs that this proposed remedy will achieve nearly the same results 
as other alternatives being considered but in a way that will be less intrusive, have fewer 
impacts to citizens for a shorter period of time and will include projects outside of the River that 
benefit everyone in River communities. 
 
We urge you to consider the full impact of your plans on the communities along the Passaic. 
Environmental contamination must be addressed, but in a way that considers the quality of life 
for all those living and working near the River. The scale and duration of the bank to bank 
dredge would negatively impact the quality of life for too many of our residents for nearly a 
generation.  
 

Sincerely, 

 
Thomas L. Puryear, President 
Oranges and Maplewood: NAACP 



 

 1st Chartered Unit in New Jersey – 5th Chartered Unit in the United States 
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Yeh, Alice

From: RAMOS, JOANN S <JOANN.S.RAMOS@CBP.DHS.GOV>

Sent: Thursday, May 22, 2014 1:02 PM

To: Region2 PassaicLower8MileComments

Subject: Passsaic River CleanUp

For decades, polluters dumped dioxin and other harmful, cancer-causing contaminants into the Passaic River 
in Newark, NJ. In an effort to remediate the abused River, the US Environmental Protection Agency proposed 
a historic cleanup plan on April 11, 2014. The EPA's preferred cleanup method consists of bank to bank 
dredging of 4.3 million cubic yards of contaminated sediment from the lower 8.3 miles of the River, with a two 
foot cap.  

As far as disposal is concerned, we believe that off-site disposal of contaminated sediment at a licensed facility 
is the best method. Burying and capping the contaminants in Newark Bay is NOT a viable, clean option. The 
plan will be beneficial in long term effectiveness, will reduce toxicity, ecological impacts, and risk to human 
health and improve the environment and economy.  

I am in favor of EPA's cleanup plan with off-site disposal. It is time for the polluters to take responsibility and 
accountability for the murder of our River! 

 

 

Sincerely 

 

Joann Ramos 

Iselin, NJ 08830 
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Yeh, Alice

From: RAMOS, JOANN S <JOANN.S.RAMOS@CBP.DHS.GOV>

Sent: Wednesday, August 13, 2014 1:40 PM

To: Region2 PassaicLower8MileComments

Subject: Lower Passaic River Restoration

I am writing regarding the Lower Passaic River Restoration. This proposal is to clean the lower eight miles of 

the Passaic River, which contains the most contamination. The proposed plan included dredging and capping 

the contamination. This sediment contains dioxins, PCBs, mercury and other toxins, which has been impacting 

the local community for far too long.  Dioxin, a bi-product of Agent Orange,  is an extremely harmful chemical 

and has been dumped into the Passaic River. The Agent Orange from this plant not only hurt people and 

destroyed the environment in Vietnam, but people in Newark.  This contamination has been posing risks to both 

human health, marine ecosystem, and the community for far too long. 

The EPA needs to fully clean up the Passaic River so the people of Newark and beyond can enjoy the 

natural resource that belongs to all of us.   

This is the first real step forward for cleaning up the Passaic River however there has to be a complete clean up 

not just removing hot spots and capping. I fully support Alternative 2, which will completely clean up the River 

while the other Alternatives will not. 

Rivers should not be Superfund sites they should be places where people can walk along the river bank or 

kayak. 

 

Sincerely, 

 

Joann Ramos 

Iselin, NJ 
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Yeh, Alice

From: ravit@envsci.rutgers.edu

Sent: Tuesday, August 19, 2014 3:22 PM

To: Region2 PassaicLower8MileComments

Cc: debbie@nynjbaykeeper.org; captain@hackensackriverkeeper.org

Subject: Passaic Remedy Comments Attached

Attachments: Passaic Cleanup Comments_August 19.2014.docx

 

Beth Ravit, PhD 

Co-Director, Center for Urban Environmental Sustainability (CUES) Department of Environmental Sciences 

School of Environmental & Biological Sciences Rutgers University 

14 College Farm Road 

New Brunswick, NJ 08901 

P: 848-932-5752 

C: 201-774-1614 
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August 19, 2014 

Via Email 

 

Alice Yeh, Remedial Project Manager 

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 

290 Broadway, 19th Floor 

New York, NY 10007-1866 

 

Dear Dr. Yeh, 

 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the USEPA proposed cleanup plan for the 

lower Passaic River. I was able to attend two USEPA public presentations and would like to 

share my thoughts about the proposed recommended remedy that would leave some of the 

contamination in place, covered by an engineered cap: 

 

1. The State of New Jersey has more designated Superfund sites than any other state in 

the country, even though NJ is the fourth smallest state in land mass.  The state has 

also suffered instances of cleanups that were not effective or complete (the Ford 

sludge contamination is an obvious example). Given New Jersey’s contamination 

history, the ongoing presence of historic contamination, particularly in the Hudson-

Raritan Estuary, and the state’s number of remaining un-remediated Superfund 

sites, I would argue that the preferred remedy to clean up the largest Superfund site 

in the country should be total contaminant removal.  

 

2. Timeframe – it seems a bit disingenuous to suggest that the proposed remedy is 

better because it can be completed in half the time, given the three decades plus that 

the contamination has remained unaddressed. Isn’t it better to invest a few more 

years in removing the contamination and at the end of the process know this site 

will not become a future problem? 

 

3. Capping of contaminated sediments – as stated during the Kearny public meeting, 

the capping technology has not been in place for a very long timeframe 

(approximately the last ten years), and so the long term effectiveness and 
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maintenance required for the proposed underwater cap is not yet known. To 

suggest that there will be responsible parties and regulators who will monitor and 

maintain the proposed cap in perpetuity strains credulity. In fact, maintenance of 

a cap in perpetuity was given by USEPA as an argument against burying the 

contaminated material in Newark Bay. This argument is equally valid when 

applied to leaving the contaminated sediments in place and capping the Passaic 

River. 

 

For the above reasons, I would ask you to reconsider the proposed remedy and fight for 

removal of all the contaminated sediments – in the interest of both human and 

environmental long-term health.  

 

Sincerely, 

 

 

 

Beth Ravit 

 

Beth Ravit, PhD 

Co-Director, Rutgers Center for Urban Environmental Sustainability (CUES) 

Department of Environmental Sciences 

School of Environmental & Biological Sciences 

Rutgers University 

New Brunswick, NJ 08901 

 

 

cc: Debbie Mans, NY/NJ Baykeeper 

       Captain Bill Sheehan, Hackensack Riverkeeper 
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Yeh, Alice

From: Conserve <jonathan@jaffecom.com>

Sent: Monday, August 11, 2014 9:38 AM

To: Region2 PassaicLower8MileComments

Cc: jonathan@jaffecom.com

Subject: Help Save the Lower Passaic  - Email to EPA

Ms. Alice Yeh 

Remedial Project Manager, EPA 

290 Broadway, 19th floor 

New York, NY 10007-1866 

Dear Ms. Yeh, 

The EPA should more seriously review and consider other alternatives to its proposed 4.3 million cubic yard 

“bank to bank” dredge, such as a targeted “Sustainable Remedy” that would clean the entire River faster, with 

results comparable to those promised by the EPA’s bank-to-bank proposal and with reduced impact on the host 

communities. 

Thank you. 

Patrick Reilly 

preilly@reillysweeping.com 

748-B Lincoln Blvd 

Middlesex 

New Jersey 

08846 

732-356-2440 



August 11, 2014 

Ms. Alice Y eh, Remedial Project Manager 
EPA 
290 Broadway, 191h floor 
New York, NY 10007-1866 

j 

EPA PUBLIC COMMENT El\1AIL 
PassaicLower8MileComments.Region2@epa.gov 

Dear Ms. Y eh: 

This is to provide you with my formal concerns and comments concerning the EPA's 
Focused Feasibility Study (FFS) which has proposed a 4.3 million cubic yard bank to 
bank removal of contaminated sediment for the lower 8 miles of the Passaic River. 

My entire career has been dedicated to the people of the City of Newark and the State of 
New Jersey. From 1982- 1996 I served as a member of the Newark City Council. From 
2002 through 2006 I served as Deputy Mayor of the City of Newark. In 1986 I was 
honored to be elected as the NJ State Senator to represent the 18th Legislative District, a 
position I continue to serve in today. Since 2009 I have served as the Chairman of the 
New Jersey Legislative Black Caucus and I currently serve as Vice Chairman of the 
Committee on Community & Urban Affairs. 

My entire career has been dedicated to advancing the interests of the residents of the City 
of Newark and supporting projects that will improve the quality of life, provide 
employment and encourage economic development in the City of Newark. 
Unfortunately, I do not see the EPA's proposed plan for the lower Passaic River 
achieving any of these objectives. Therefore, I cannot support the EPA's proposed plan. 

PROJECT STAGING 
Since 2004 I have followed the Lower Passaic River Study Area (LPSRA) project closely 
and I continue to do so. In 2007 I was 



Today, seven (7) years later, I remain both concerned and confused about the EPA's 
approach to the Passaic River. There was nothing "early" about the FFS and it remains 
unclear why the EPA would release the FFS when the RifFS (full 17 miles study) is 
scheduled to be complete by the end of 2014. I have followed the EPA's most recent 
public meeting process closely and understand that the EPA has indicated that the reason 
for advancing the FFS is because "90% of the most contaminated sediment exists in the 
lower 8 miles ofthe river." 

If the EPA is correct in its assumption, why would the EPA wait to address the remaining 
10% of contaminated sediment in the upper 9 miles of the river? Why did the EPA 
release the FFS a few months in advance of the completion of the RifFS? Are there any 
other Superfund sites in the nation that is being addressed in a similar manner? While the 
EPA has indicated that the FFS is an "early action" or interim step in the project, isn't the 
FFS in fact a final remedy for the lower 8 miles of the Passaic River? Is the EPA 
approach to the Passaic River consistent with the National Contingent Plan (NCP)? 

SCHEDULE 
A review of the propose plan indicates that the EPA believes it can complete the FFS in 
five (5) years -- dredge 4.3 million cubic yards of sediment, bank to bank, out of the 
Passaic River and install an engineered cap from the border of Belleville and the City of 
Newark south to Newark Bay. My understanding is that the EPA assumes work will take 
place 24 hours a day, six (6) days a week, for 40 weeks a year. 

During the public meeting process sponsored by the EPA, I heard a number of public 
officials question the EPA's project schedule. After hearing the EPA's response, I have a 
number of concerns about the EPA's estimated project schedule, as well as the EPA's 
representation of the project schedule in general. 

Having lived in the City of Newark my entire life and having served the residents of the 
City of Newark my entire career, I highly doubt that a 4.3 million cubic yard removal and 
capping can be completed in five (5) short years. In fact, I believe a more realistic and 
achievable project schedule would be more like 15-20 years. 

How did the EPA arrive at the five (5) project schedule estimate? Has the EPA ever 
managed a dredging project of this size in a highly urbanized waterway chock full of 
moveable bridges and achieved a dredging rate of one (1) million cubic yards a year? 

to ".L.UU.LU 

and operators of the infrastructure (NJDOT, TRANSIT, of Newark, Amtrak, 
local Police Departments, Essex County, Hudson County) spanning the Passaic River and 
next to the Passaic River to assess what impact this project will have? 



in the Passaic River for a very long time, whether the five (5) year estimate is correct or it 
is not. 

I am concerned that during the execution of the project, residents of the City of Newark, 
Harrison, East Newark and Kearny will be staring at a very large and complex industrial 
operation in the Passaic River and subject to the noise and odors associated with a 
dredging operation that will continue 24 hours a day/6 days a week. 

As a former law enforcement officer I am very concerned about what impact the bridge 
openings will have on traffic congestion, and more importantly, response times for 
emergency services agencies. As I understand the proposed plan, in excess of 10,000 
bridge openings will be required, which could translate into 8-12 bridge openings for 
each bridge each day. Traffic along the Passaic River and over the Passaic River bridges 
is already very congested during peak travel times. 

How will the EPA deal with minimizing the adverse impacts of the required bridge 
openings? Has the EPA meet with local law enforcement personnel, emergency 
responders and Offices of Emergency Management to seek their input and suggestions? 

JOB CREATION- LOCAL EMPLOYMENT 
Proponents of the EPA's proposed plan consistently raise the issue of job creation and 
local employment opportunities as one of the reasons to support the EPA's proposed 
plan. As I indicated earlier, I have a long history of supporting projects that provide 
employment opportunities to my constituents. 

Unfortunately, as proposed, I do not see any reliable data that the EPA's proposed plan 
will result in any meaningful gains in local employment opportunities. I do see 
companies active in the fields of dredging, sediment treatment and transportation as the 
entities that will benefit from a project like the EPA is proposing. Due to the scale of the 
project, I suspect the vast majority of the employment opportunities will be imported into 
the State of New Jersey from other states as project positions and not result in a net gain 
of long term employment for residents of the City of Newark. 

Stated simply, I do not see the EPA's proposed plan as a job creator. In fact, given the 
amount of community disruption and the "occupation" of the Passaic River by dredging 
contractors, a very strong argument could be made that the EPA's proposed plan will be a 
job I am on 

ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT 
Similar to the concerns articulated above, I am especially concerned about what impact 
the EPA's proposed plan will have on economic development businesses to 



As I understand the EPA's proposed plan, once the 4.3 million cubic yard removal is 
complete, the river itself will look no different and there is nothing in the proposed plan 
that calls for improvements to be made on the banks of the Passaic River. If I do not 
fully understand the EPA's proposed plan, please correct me. If my understanding is 
correct, why is the EPA not advocating for or advancing river bank improvements that 
would encourage economic development along the Passaic River? 

I also have a concern about the proposed engineered cap, specifically the ability of future 
economic development projects to penetrate that engineered cap. Will future projects 
along the Passaic River be allowed to install piles for a dock or a foundation? Will there 
be required setbacks or no build zones? Will the new engineered cap encourage or 
discourage economic development along the banks of the Passaic River? 

USEOFRIVER 
Under the EPA's proposed plan, my understanding is that the Passaic River will not be 
usable for commerce or recreation for the duration of the project. Is this in fact true? If 
so what is the EPA's plan to mitigate this community disruption? 

I thank you and the EPA for the opportunity to provide my input and look forward to 
your reply. 

cc: Mayor Ras Baraka, City of Newark 
Assemblyman Ralph Caputo 
Assemblywoman Cleopatra Tucker 
Senator Teresa Ruiz 
Assemblywoman Pintor-Marin 
Assemblywoman Grace Spencer 
Congressman Donald Payne 
Cm1gn::ssrnan Bill 

US Senator Robert Menendez 
US Senator Cory Booker 
Essex County Executive Joe DiVincenzo 

County Freeholders 



COMMENT CARD 

PASSAIC RIVER PROPOSED PLAN 

MAY 7, 2014 

NEWARK, NEW JERSEY 

Note: If this is a request for information, please give us a way to get in touch with you. Thank 
you. 
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Yeh, Alice

From: Conserve <jonathan@jaffecom.com>

Sent: Thursday, August 14, 2014 12:57 PM

To: Region2 PassaicLower8MileComments

Cc: jonathan@jaffecom.com

Subject: Help Save the Lower Passaic  - Email to EPA

Ms. Alice Yeh 

Remedial Project Manager, EPA 

290 Broadway, 19th floor 

New York, NY 10007-1866 

Dear Ms. Yeh, 

The EPA should more seriously review and consider other alternatives to its proposed 4.3 million cubic yard 

“bank to bank” dredge, such as a targeted “Sustainable Remedy” that would clean the entire River faster, with 

results comparable to those promised by the EPA’s bank-to-bank proposal and with reduced impact on the host 

communities. 

Thank you. 

Bruce Rimmer 

brucerimmer@gmail.com 

606 Parker Ave. 

Brick 

NJ 

08724 

7327011222 
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Yeh, Alice

From: Conserve <jonathan@jaffecom.com>

Sent: Thursday, August 14, 2014 12:58 PM

To: Region2 PassaicLower8MileComments

Cc: jonathan@jaffecom.com

Subject: Help Save the Lower Passaic  - Email to EPA

Ms. Alice Yeh 

Remedial Project Manager, EPA 

290 Broadway, 19th floor 

New York, NY 10007-1866 

Dear Ms. Yeh, 

The EPA should more seriously review and consider other alternatives to its proposed 4.3 million cubic yard 

“bank to bank” dredge, such as a targeted “Sustainable Remedy” that would clean the entire River faster, with 

results comparable to those promised by the EPA’s bank-to-bank proposal and with reduced impact on the host 

communities. 

Thank you. 

Rhonda Rimmer 

bruce-rhonda@verizon.net 

606 Parker Ave 

Brick 

NJ 

08724 

7327011222 



June 23, 2014 

Ms. Alice Yeh 
Remedial Project Manager 
Environmental Protection Agency 
290 Broadway, 19th Floor 
New York, New York 10007-1866 

Re: United States Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA)'s Proposed Plan Dredging of the 
Passaic River, New Jersey 

Dear Ms. Yeh: 

On behalf of the Commerce and Industry Association of New Jersey (CIANI), we respectfully submit the 
following comments on the referenced subject. The CIANI has been advocating for New Jersey's 
businesses for more than 85 years and is regarded as the premier business association in New Jersey 
representing the interests of more than 900 entities from virtually every business sector. Our mission and 
vision is the promotion and enhancement of a free market economy and the creation of private sector jobs 
in New Jersey. 

The CIANI is very concerned with the USEPA's proposed plan to dredge the lower Passaic River (River) 
from Newark Bay to River Mile (RM) 8. We believe this approach to remediating the River will takes 
years, and possibly decades, to complete at historic costs. Additionally, we believe this action will 
adversely affect commerce and industry along the River. 

There are a number of reasons why CIANI is concerned with the USEPA's proposed plan: 

• The USEPA's proposed plan estimates that it will take 5 years to complete the dredging 
of 4.3 million cubic yards from the River. If the project in Lyndhurst at RM 10.9 is any 
indication, it will likely take decades to dredge this amount of material from the River. A 
multi-decade dredging project would hinder new development in North Jersey and 
discourage our existing businesses from further investing in the area. 

• As shown by the work at RM 10.9 and the recent replacement work on the Pulaski Skyway, 

bridges broke the length time 
for this A 4.3 million cubic yard dredge would require thousands of openings of the 
15 bridges that cross the River between Newark Bay and RM 8.3. Has the USEPA 
considered what the impact of this project will be to the business community if one or more 

recontamination 
1 7 miles and UWCUUU.L''-'" 



• While a bank-to-bank dredge of the lower 8 miles will address sediment contamination, the plan 
does nothing to address stormwater runoff and discharges from combined sewer outflows 
which contribute to the pollution to the River. Until these sources are addressed, the River will 
never be truly clean. 

The CIANJ believes there is a more effective way to address risk to human health and the ecology and 
minimize disturbance to North Jersey's economy. We understand that the Lower Passaic River Study 
Area Cooperating Parties Group (CPG) proposed a Sustainable Remedy that could be implemented 
more quickly and follows USEPA's own guidance for remediation in complex river systems. In 
addition, the shorter implementation schedule of the Sustainable Remedy, when compared to a bank to 
bank dredge, could encourage new businesses to invest in and develop new projects in the Passaic River 
regwn. 

The CIANJ hopes that the USEPA will consider the impact that a bank-to-bank dredge of the lower 8 
miles will have on the business community. We believe that the Sustainable Remedy would be just as 
effective as a bank-to-bank dredge, while being less intrusive to the business community. 

We hope that the US EPA will seriously consider this alternative remedy. Thank you. 

overnment Affairs and Communications 
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Yeh, Alice

From: Conserve <jonathan@jaffecom.com>

Sent: Wednesday, August 20, 2014 9:35 AM

To: Region2 PassaicLower8MileComments

Cc: jonathan@jaffecom.com

Subject: Help Save the Lower Passaic  - Email to EPA

Ms. Alice Yeh 

Remedial Project Manager, EPA 

290 Broadway, 19th floor 

New York, NY 10007-1866 

Dear Ms. Yeh, 

The EPA should more seriously review and consider other alternatives to its proposed 4.3 million cubic yard 

“bank to bank” dredge, such as a targeted “Sustainable Remedy” that would clean the entire River faster, with 

results comparable to those promised by the EPA’s bank-to-bank proposal and with reduced impact on the host 

communities. 

Thank you. 

Anthony Russo 

arusso@cianj.org 

61 south paramus road 

paramus 

nj 

07762 

908-415-4597 
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Yeh, Alice

From: Conserve <jonathan@jaffecom.com>

Sent: Thursday, August 07, 2014 3:27 PM

To: Region2 PassaicLower8MileComments

Cc: jonathan@jaffecom.com

Subject: Help Save the Lower Passaic  - Email to EPA

Ms. Alice Yeh 

Remedial Project Manager, EPA 

290 Broadway, 19th floor 

New York, NY 10007-1866 

Dear Ms. Yeh, 

The EPA should more seriously review and consider other alternatives to its proposed 4.3 million cubic yard 

“bank to bank” dredge, such as a targeted “Sustainable Remedy” that would clean the entire River faster, with 

results comparable to those promised by the EPA’s bank-to-bank proposal and with reduced impact on the host 

communities. 

Thank you. 

James Salierno 

salierno@fdu.edu 

285 Madison Ave 

Madison 

New Jersey 

07940 

9734438776 
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Yeh, Alice

From: Mike & Jean <chuser@comcast.net>

Sent: Tuesday, August 05, 2014 1:55 PM

To: Region2 PassaicLower8MileComments

Subject: vote for alternative 2

I urge the EPA to accept the alternative 2 proposal for the Passaic River.  While Alternative 2 initially 
costs more it is a permanent restoration of the river.  Alternative 3 is not permanent; it would require 
constant monitoring of the river for years and follow up remediation which may or may not get 
implemented depending on the political winds of the future.  Alternative 2 will also pay for itself as it 
will make the Passaic a living river again with all the follow up economic benefits  that will encourage 
recreational development.  Alternative 2 keeps the Passaic in a mostly unusable state.  It just covers 
up the existing toxins with no guarantees they will remain buried nor allowing the river to be used fully 
again for the public good.  Please accept alternative 2 as your decision. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Michael Ser 
Bloomfield, NJ 



1

Yeh, Alice

From: Christopher Len <chris@hackensackriverkeeper.org>

Sent: Friday, August 15, 2014 4:10 PM

To: Region2 PassaicLower8MileComments

Cc: Bill Sheehan; debbie@nynjbaykeeper.org

Subject: Comments on the proposed Diamond Alkali Lower 8-Mile Plan

Attachments: Hackensack Riverkeeper Comments on Diamond Alkali.pdf

Dear Ms. Yeh,  

 

attached, please find Hackensack Riverkeeper’s comments on EPA’s proposed remedy for the lower eight 

miles of the Passaic River. If you have any questions, please contact me or Captain Bill. 

 

Sincerely, 

 

Chris Len 

 

--- 

Christopher Len 

Staff Attorney 

Hackensack Riverkeeper 

201-968-0808 

chris@hackensackriverkeeper.org 

http://www.hackensackriverkeeper.org 



RIVERKEEPER" 

Hackensack Riverkeeper 
231 Main Street 
Hackensack, NJ 07601 
201-968-0808 
www .hackensackriverkeeper.org 

August 15, 2014 

Alice Yeh 

Remedial Project Manager 

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 

290 Broadway 

New York, New York 10007-1866 

RE: EPA Proposed Remedy For The Lower Eight Miles Of The Passaic River 

Dear Ms. Yeh, 

Thank you for taking comments on EPA's proposed remedy for the lower eight miles of the 

Passaic River affected by the Diamond Alkali Superfund Site in Newark New Jersey. Hackensack 

Riverkeeper supports the immediate, thorough and complete removal of contaminated sediments from 

the Passaic, and their safe disposal in a federally licensed hazardous waste facility. New Jerseyans have 

been deprived of their river for generations and they should have it returned to them in a fishable and 

swimmable state as soon as is technically possible. 

EPA should not permit, and Hackensack Riverkeeper would not accept, any remedy that would 

fail to meet the remediation standards requi red by the Comprehensive Environmental Response, 

Compensation and Liability Act in section 121. The remedy must permanently and significantly reduce 

the volume, toxicity and mobility of the hazardous substances, 42 USC§ 9621(b)(1), sufficient to assure 

protection of human health and the environment, 42 USC§ 9621(d)(1). We are confident that EPA's 

proposal accomplishes this standard for the lower eight miles of the river; we have not seen any other 

proposal that we feel approaches this standard. 

We know that in many cases, Superfund responsible parties press for a less expensive remedy. 

There may be cases where such complaints carry a certain moral- if not legal- weight. In some cases, a 



responsible party may have had no knowledge of the hazardous release; or, in some cases, the release 

may have resulted from an act of God, the bad actions of a third party or as an unforeseeable outcome 

of an innocent activity. This is not the case at the Diamond Alkali Superfund Site. 

We write to remind the agency, and to place firmly in the record, that Diamond Shamrock 

poisoned the river systematically, knowingly, and for the purpose of maximizing their profits at the 

expense of the river, their workers, their neighbors, our servicemen and women, and the people of 

Vietnam. 

This is the only conclusion available after reading the findings of the New Jersey Appellate 

Division when they considered the factual record in Diamond Shamrock Chemicals Company v. Aetna 

Casualty and Surety Comll2.!1Y. in 1992. Below, we thoroughly site the conclusions of that court so that 

the Agency may know how the Passaic River came to be destroyed, and at what cost. The quotes are 

exact, but all emphasis is ours. 

• Diamond knowingly and routinely discharged contaminants over a period of 18 years. 
The judge determined that Diamond knew 11the nature of the chemicals it was 
handling," knew that 11they were being continuously discharged into the environment," 
and knew that "they were doing at least some harm." Diamond Shamrock Chemicals Co. 
v. Aetna Cas. & Sur. Co., 258 N.J. Super. 167, 211, 609 A.2d 440, 461 (App. Div. 1992) 

• The critical fact remains, however, that Diamond knew it was dealing with a toxic 
substance. Perhaps it was not aware of the exact extent of the dangerous consequences 
emanating from its polluting activity. However, we cannot ignore reality by accepting 
the blithe assurance of Diamond that it did not intend to injure others. The evidence 
abounds the other way.~- at 215, 463 

• In the Autumn of 1959, Diamond's representative, Thorton Holder, offered a two-step 
process by which dioxins could be eliminated, or at least reduced, in the manufacturing 
process. Despite specific preventive recommendations, Diamond made a conscious 
decision to run the autoclave, in which chemicals were processed into TCP, at a higher 
temperature than suggested by Holder. The reason for its decision is obvious. When the 
temperature in the autoclave was reduced, the reaction time was prolonged, resulting 
in a decrease in the volume of production. The general rule was that a reduction in 
temperature of ten degrees reduced the reaction time by 50%. The only conclusion to 
be drawn is that Diamond's management was wholly indifferent to the consequences 
flowing from its decision. Profits came first. !fLat 212-13, 462 

• Almost from the day production of the phenoxy herbicides commenced, Diamond's 
workers experienced a skin disease called chloracne. Chloracne was characterized by 
Diamond's corporate medical official, Dr. William York, as a 11Serious ... very disfiguring 
social disability." It was clear that by June 1955, Diamond, t hough not certain of the 
specific cause of the chloracne, was aware that something in its chemical processing to 
which its workers were exposed resulted in this inflammation. ld.1 at 182, 447 

• Diamond was advised to reduce air contamination, and to insist on both personal and 
plant cleanliness. Specific recommendations for reducing the level of worker exposure 



• 

to the toxic substance included the covering of conveyor belts, installing spouts through 
which liquid or powder went into cans or bags with suction around them to prevent 
spillage, channeling the chemical liquid overflow to pipes, not open gutters, and using 
the least toxic solvents for cleaning. As testimony from plant employees at trial 
graphically demonstrated, however, these suggestions were either ignored or poorly 
implemented.~ at 182, 447 
Contaminants, including dioxin from the TCP process, were regularly vented directly into 
the atmosphere ... a grayish cloud of smoke would come out of the scrubber, which was 
attached to the TCP process building. The cloud of smoke would flow into the 
atmosphere but residue from the smoke would settle on employee cars in the parking 
lot causing the paint "to pit"-to look as if acid had been thrown on the cars. !.9.:, at 214, 
463 

• Former Diamond employees provided graphic descriptions of the company's heedless 
indifference to the environmental damage which resulted from its manufacturing 
operations. ~at 184, 448 

• The Agent Orange was always on the floor; it solidified into a slippery oil film that made 
normal walking impossible. To move one had to "sort of slide along" instead of taking 
steps. The floor was not cleaned daily. Rather, every other week or so it was washed 
down with sulfuric acid. As we mentioned previously, the sulfuric acid wash damaged 
the concrete floor, turning it to dust. Therefore, every few years the company installed a 
new concrete floor. The floor was then hosed down and the water directed into 
trenches which ran directly into the river or into an industrial sewer. However, many 
times the trenches would block up, sometimes by trash, but generally by the chemical 
material which would solidify. The liquid would back up onto the building floor or spill 
out of the trenches and onto the surrounding ground.~ at 214-15, 463 

• Pipes with caustic material also ran between the two buildings. Often the material 
would freeze. In order to free the substances, employees would break and then steam 
clean the pipes. The material steamed from the pipes would either be released onto the 
ground or discharged into the river. Pipelines along the 2,4,5-T unit constantly became 
clogged with phenol which would seep into the ground because the trenches designed 
to carry the substance away from the building had been destroyed by acid.~ at 185, 
448 

• As we mentioned in our recital of the facts, a carbon absorption system was devised and 
installed in September 1967. The carbon tower was able to remove dioxin at or below 
one part per million. Nevertheless, Diamond employees acknowledged that monthly 
readouts starkly revealed the inadequacy of this approach. Indeed, in October 1968 the 
level was 8.4 parts per million; November 1968 was 9.3 parts per million, and December 
1968 was 9.6 parts per million. Diamond's employees admitted that "cooking" the TCP 
in the autoclave at 170 degrees centigrade occasionally produced TCP with 80 parts per 
million dioxin contamination. Additionally, a government document entitled "Herbicide 
Stock at Gulfport, Mississippi" indicates that, of the government's stockpile of Agent 
Orange, the average dioxin content of the product manufactured by Diamond was 
greater than that of the product manufactured by the four other companies whose 
products were stored at that location. !!hat 213, 462-63 



• Despite the certain and documented dangers of the dioxin produced in the TCP process, 
Diamond treated this substance no differently than it treated any of the 
nonchloracnegen-containing products. Both the air and the ground, inside and outside 
of the Lister Avenue plant, were regularly subjected to dioxin emissions through 
venting, and contamination from spills, leaks and "sloppy practices" in and around the 
plant.~ at 213, 463 

• Overwhelming evidence was presented that Diamond knew about the release of dioxins 
from its plant and the migration of these substances to surrounding areas~_ at 213, 
463 

From the record on appeal, it is clear that Diamond Shamrock knew that its activities were subjecting its 

workers, the environment, the neighborhood and people exposed to its Agent Orange to extreme 

hazards. Further, it is clear that Diamond Shamrock knew that it could -at the very least- reduce those 

hazards and chose not to. Diamond made this choice to maximize its profits. 

The corporate successors to this behavior should not now claim that ANY remedy it is ordered to 

undertake now is too costly. The EPA should not entertain any such claims. The Agency cannot restore 

health to any of the people made ill by Diamond's shameful behavior, but it can restore this river. 

Hackensack Riverkeeper endorses the EPA's proposed remedy as the only remedy likely to quickly and 

thoroughly restore the lower eight miles of the Passaic River. We ask that the agency brook no delay in 

approving its proposed remedy and beginning work. 

Sincerely, 

Captain Bill Sheehan 

Riverkeeper and Executive Director 

Hackensack Riverkeeper 
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Yeh, Alice

From: Yeh, Alice

Sent: Friday, July 11, 2014 9:06 AM

To: Region2 PassaicLower8MileComments

Subject: FW: Cleanup of Passaic River

From: Louis Shenman [mailto:lshenman@aol.com]  

Sent: Thursday, July 03, 2014 3:25 PM 

To: Kluesner, Dave 

Subject: Cleanup of Passaic River 

 
Mr. Kluesner 
  
I have OVER 30 YEARS experience in dealing w/ REMOVAL OF FLOATING DEBRIS...TRASH & AQUATIC 
VEGETATION from waterways throughout the U.S. and WORLDWIDE. 
  
I also have OVER 15 YEARS experience in DREDGING SILTS & SEDIMENTS from RIVERS, INDUSTRIAL LAGOONS, 
LAKES & RESERVOIRS, etc. 
  
I have personally SOLD OVER 250 PIECES OF EQUIPMENT (throughout the U.S. & worldwide) w/ VALUES 
RANGING FROM $100K TO OVER $600K 
  
Having been the Vice President of my firms, my experience has always been at the operational (field), financial & 
bureaucratic levels....thus providing me with a well rounded understanding of how to approach & deal w/ such potentially 
sensitive problems. 
  
I realize that this may yet be in the early stage of deciding which course of action to take, including possible selection 
of contractors with the capability to deal w/ these problems in the Passaic River, but I want you to know that I am available 
to you & your staff should you want to "tap" me for advice & ideas. 
  
I live in Bergen County (and my wife grew up in Clifton & Passaic), so I am familiar w/ the area.  Also, I am an 
independent consultant and available on relatively short advance notice. 
  
I look forward to hearing from you.  
  
Louis E. Shenman 
304 Ridgewood Blvd. N. 
Washington Twp., NJ 07676 
Home Ph:  (201)666-4939  
Office Ph:  (201664-7500 
Cell Ph:     (201)218-6842 
E-mail:  lshenman@aol.com 
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Yeh, Alice

From: Grace Sinden <glsinden@comcast.net>

Sent: Monday, August 11, 2014 11:09 AM

To: Region2 PassaicLower8MileComments

Subject: COMPLETELY CLEANED UP PASSAIC RIVER REQUIRED

ATT: ALICE YEH, REMEDIAL PROJECT MANAGER U.S. ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 

 

 

WE NEED TO HAVE THE PASSAIC RIVER COMPLETELY CLEANED UP, NOT JUST IN SPOTS WITH CAPPING AND 

OTHER SUCH TECHNIQUES.  THE RIVER CONTAINS DEADLY DIOXIN, PCB'S AND OTHER TOXINS WHICH MUST BE 

REMOVED TO THE GREATEST EXTENT POSSIBLE. 

 

WE URGE THAT THIS ACTION BE THE OPTION SELECTED FOR THIS IMPORTANT PROJECT FOR PROTECTION OF 

THE ENVIRONMENT AND PUBLIC HEALTH. 

 

SINCERELY, 

GRACE & FRANK SINDEN 

120 RIDGEVIEW CIRCLE 

PRINCETON, NJ 08540 
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Yeh, Alice

From: Conserve <jonathan@jaffecom.com>

Sent: Thursday, August 07, 2014 10:11 PM

To: Region2 PassaicLower8MileComments

Cc: jonathan@jaffecom.com

Subject: Help Save the Lower Passaic  - Email to EPA

Ms. Alice Yeh 

Remedial Project Manager, EPA 

290 Broadway, 19th floor 

New York, NY 10007-1866 

Dear Ms. Yeh, 

The EPA should more seriously review and consider other alternatives to its proposed 4.3 million cubic yard 

“bank to bank” dredge, such as a targeted “Sustainable Remedy” that would clean the entire River faster, with 

results comparable to those promised by the EPA’s bank-to-bank proposal and with reduced impact on the host 

communities. 

Thank you. 

Jessica Skowyra 

marviemarv78@yahoo.com 
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Yeh, Alice

From: Lis Smith <lsmith@dewindonepass.com>

Sent: Tuesday, May 20, 2014 11:58 AM

To: Region2 PassaicLower8MileComments

Subject: Deep Trenching - No Open Excavation: DeWind One-Pass Trenching

Attachments: Trencher Pic Blue Sky.tiff; ATT00001.htm; DeWind One-Pass Trenching- Slurry Walls 

copy.pdf; ATT00002.htm; DeWind One-Pass Trenching; Collection Trenches copy 2.pdf; 

ATT00003.htm; DeWind One-Pass Trenching PRB Walls copy 2.pdf; ATT00004.htm; 

131302b.jpg; ATT00005.htm

Good Afternoon ~ 

 

I just thought you might want be aware of DeWind. We specialize in the installation of groundwater control, 

collection, and containment systems using our custom built Deep One-Pass Trenchers (slurry walls, prb walls, 

groundwater/product recovery trenches...) all installations are completed in a single pass, no open 

excavation.  We are based in West Michigan but work all over North America.  

 

Thank you for your time! 





(Info. attached below my signature)

Lis Smith
DeWind One-Pass Trenching
9150 - 96th Ave.
Zeeland, MI  49464
P: (616) 875-7580
F: (616) 875-7334
www.dewindonepasstrenching.com
Skype:   lis.smith1521

DeWind OnePass Trenching is the Leader in Deep Trenching 
Technology:

Our technology allows us to install groundwater control/remedial systems underground, under the water 
table and IN A SINGLE PASS without the need to pump, treat, shore, or dig mass excavations. 

You will not find these oneofakind machines anywhere else. DeWind designs, builds, and operates these 
Deep OnePass Trenchers. We have been in business 25+ years and work all over North America.

 * With our trenching process, multistep installations are condensed into a singlepass operation * 

*Examples:

 Insitu mixed slurry walls up to 75/80 feet deep 

 Groundwater/product recovery trenches up to 40/45 feet deep

 PRB walls up to 40/45 feet deep

* Installation Rates:  Hundreds of Feet Per Day *

www.dewindonepasstrenching.com

www.linkedin.com/pub/lis-smith/1a/577/955

Page 1 of 1



Additional Installation Options: 
* Soil-Bentonite / Soil-Cement-Bentonite Walls
* Groundwater & Product Recovery Trenches
* Permeable Reactive Barriers / ZVI Walls
* Vapor Extraction & Injection Trenches
* Funnel & Gate Systems
* Leachate Collection Systems
* Erosion Control Systems for Slope and Tailings Stability
* Relief Trenches
* HDPE Barrier Walls
...and more

Animated Videos:
Slurry Wall:
www.koibeach.com/Dewind_slurry

Groundwater Collection/Product Recovery Trench:
www.koibeach.com/Dewind

Lis Smith
DeWind One-Pass Trenching
9150 - 96th Ave.
Zeeland, MI  49464
P: (616) 875-7580
F: (616) 875-7334
www.dewindonepasstrenching.com
Skype:   lis.smith1521

www.linkedin.com/pub/lis-smith/1a/577/955

Page 1 of 1



DeWind One-Pass Trenching: 
Permeable Reactive and Non-Reactive Barrier Walls 
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Yeh, Alice

From: marekosmith@outlook.com on behalf of Mark Smith <marekosmith@verizon.net>

Sent: Saturday, August 09, 2014 7:22 AM

To: Region2 PassaicLower8MileComments

Subject: Passaic Lower Mile 8

As a parent of a son who has rowed on the Passaic for 4 years through High School with the Montclair Rowing 

Team, based out of Nereid boat club, I want to voice my very strong support for Alternative 2. The river is 

disgusting and polluted, and it is a tribute to the Crew teams that row on the Passaic that they stick it out. 

When we visit other rivers or schools for regattas, we are always saddened by the rivers they have to row on, 

and really want to see the Passaic restored to the point where it can once again be viewed as a community 

resource rather than a floating river of garbage with polluted banks. Please do the right thing while you have a 

chance. We need bank to bank dredging. 

 

Mark Smith 

176 Bellevue Ave, Apt #1 

Montclair 
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Yeh, Alice

From: Conserve <jonathan@jaffecom.com>

Sent: Thursday, August 07, 2014 7:32 PM

To: Region2 PassaicLower8MileComments

Cc: jonathan@jaffecom.com

Subject: Help Save the Lower Passaic  - Email to EPA

Ms. Alice Yeh 

Remedial Project Manager, EPA 

290 Broadway, 19th floor 

New York, NY 10007-1866 

Dear Ms. Yeh, 

The EPA should more seriously review and consider other alternatives to its proposed 4.3 million cubic yard 

“bank to bank” dredge, such as a targeted “Sustainable Remedy” that would clean the entire River faster, with 

results comparable to those promised by the EPA’s bank-to-bank proposal and with reduced impact on the host 

communities. 

Thank you. 

Walt Sodie 

wsodie@aol.com 

123 Riverwalk Blvd. 

Burlington 

NJ 

08016 



PASSAIC LOWER 8 MILE COMMENTS 

REGION 2 USEPA 

171LARCH AVENUE, TEANECK NEW JERSEY 07666 

JULY 18, 2014 

RE: DIAMOND'S RESPONSIBLE PARTIES & EPA PROPOSALS 

YES TO REMEDIATION OPTION 1 

AFTER DECADES OF POISONING OUR CITIZENS AND IMMEDIATE WORLD THE ONLY 

ACCEPTABLE PASSAIC RIVER REMEDIATION OPTION IS: 

A) REMOVE AU SEDIMENTATION CONTAMINATION 

AND 

B) DISPOSE OF THE CONTAMINATED SEDIMENTS OFFSITE (NO CAPPING) 

THE 73 OR SO COMPANIES THAT WERE/ARE ENGAGED IN INDUSTRIAL ACTIVITIES 

ALONG THE PASSAIC (THE RESPONSIBLE PARTIES) ARE ARGUING FOR THE CHEAP 

ALTERNATIVE OF LEAVING THE POISONING CONTAMINANTS IN PLACE WITH CAPPING 

AND ANNUAL CONTINUED MAINTENANCE REQUIRED IN PERPETUITY. THEY ARE 

LOOKING FOR A BARGAIN. THEY WISH TO PAY (BELATEDLY) lh$ BILUON RATHER 

THAN THE $3+ BILUON OPTION 1 ABOVE WILL COST, 

IT HAS COST US, THE VICTIMS OF THE PASSAIC RIVER'S WORST SUPERFUND SITE 

IN THE NATION, MILUONS OF $ OF UTIGATION, AND THE HIGHEST LEVELS OF 

CANCER AND AUTISM IN THE COUNTRY. 
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Yeh, Alice

From: Conserve <jonathan@jaffecom.com>

Sent: Wednesday, August 20, 2014 2:45 PM

To: Region2 PassaicLower8MileComments

Cc: jonathan@jaffecom.com

Subject: Help Save the Lower Passaic  - Email to EPA

Ms. Alice Yeh 

Remedial Project Manager, EPA 

290 Broadway, 19th floor 

New York, NY 10007-1866 

Dear Ms. Yeh, 

The EPA should more seriously review and consider other alternatives to its proposed 4.3 million cubic yard 

“bank to bank” dredge, such as a targeted “Sustainable Remedy” that would clean the entire River faster, with 

results comparable to those promised by the EPA’s bank-to-bank proposal and with reduced impact on the host 

communities. 

Thank you. 

Southern NJ Development Council 

snjdc@snjdc.org 

900 Route 168 

Turnersville 

NJ 

08012 

8562287500 



L. GRACE SPENCER 
DEPUTY SPEAKER 

ASSEMBLYWOMAN, 29TH DISTRICT 

223 HAWTHORNE AVENUE, 1ST FLoOR 

NEWARK, NJ 07112 
(973) 624-1730 

FAX (973) 624-5045 
EMAIL: AswSpencer@njleg.org 

July 29, 2014 

NEW JERSEY GENERAL ASSEMBLY 

Via email: PassaicLower8MileComments.Region2@epa. gov 
Ms. Alice Y eh 
Remedial Project Manager, EPA 
290 Broadway, 19th floor 
New York, NY 10007-1866 

RE: EPA's Proposed Plan for the Lower 8 miles of the Passaic River 

Dear Ms. Y eh: 

ENVIRONMENT AND SOLID WASTE, 

CHAJRWOMAN 

APPROPRIATION COMMITTEE, 

VICE CHAIR 

WOMEN AND CHILDREN 

Thank you for the opportunity to provide input on and ask questions about the United 
States Environmental Protection Agency Region 2's (EPA) Proposed Plan or the lower 8 
miles of the Passaic River, which is part of the Diamond Alkali Superfund site. As you 
may know, I currently serve as an Assemblywoman in fue 29fu Legislative District 
representing the Cities of Newark and Belleville. My entire legislative district touches 
the shores of the Passaic River. I also have the honor and privilege of serving as the 
Chair of the Assembly Committee on Environment & Solid Waste. 

I recognize that the New Jersey Department of Environmental Protection has worked 
diligently to ensure that the environment and the natural resources in New Jersey are 
protected for the public's benefit. The level of contamination in sediments in the Lower 
Passaic River hinders environmental and business development. By addressing the 
contamination, it may potentially spur economic growth and the revitalization along the 
Passaic River and throughout Northern New Jersey. 

I would also like to thank EPA Region 2 for its work on the Diamond Alkali Superfund 
site, seeking public comment/input and taking action towards restoration of the Passaic 
River. I have been following the study process and have recently monitored the EPA 
public outreach/involvement process to determine the level of public acceptance of the 
Proposed Plan. While fuere are many opinions about how best to remediate the Passaic 
River, there appears to be a great deal of consensus that action is required and it is time to 
act. 

Printed on Recycled Paper 



As I understand the Proposed Plan, the EPA has proposed a 4.3 million cubic yard, bank 
to bank removal of sediment in the lower eight miles of the Passaic River. The EPA 
estimates that the entire project can be completed in five (5) years, including four ( 4) 
years of dredging followed by one (1) year of capping. The work would continue 24 
hours a day, 6 days a week for 40 weeks a year while I don't not object to consideration 
being given to this plan I do have issues and questions which should be considered. 
Below you will find my comments/questions for your review and consideration: 

Project Approach: As I understand the EPA's approach to the Passaic River, there are 
two overlapping studies, the remediation investigation/feasibility study (RifFS), which is 
focused on the entire 17.4 mile Lower Passaic River Study Area (LPRSA) and the 
Focused Feasibility Study (FFS), which is focused on the lower 8 miles of the Passaic 
River. It is my understanding that the RifFS study is scheduled to be completed in late-
2014. Is there any other Superfund site in the United States that involves a final remedy 
for half of the area being studied? Is this approach consistent with the National 
Contingency Plan (NCP)? 

Project Scale: The bank to bank remedy calls for the dredging of 4.3 million cubic yards 
of sediment, enough to fill MetLife Stadium twice over. The scale of the project is 
unprecedented the EPA has indicated that this project is the largest cleanup in the history 
of the Superfund program. Scale is important because most of the adverse consequences 
of the Proposed Plan remedy are directly related to the scale of the project (e.g., 
truck/railcar loads, resuspension of contaminants, thousands of bridge openings). I 
understand that EPA has evaluated a targeted dredging alternative but determined that it 
was not protective. In its evaluation, did the EPA consider whether EPA's policy on 
adaptive management would provide an avenue for additional work, as needed, to 
achieve EPA's goals of protectiveness? 

Project Schedule: Throughout the FFS public outreach/involvement process to 
determine public acceptance, and in the Proposed Plan itself, the EPA has indicated that 
following a +/- 3 year design process and negotiation period with the PRPs, the bank to 
bank remedy will take five (5) years to implement the remedy. Is a dredging rate of one 
million cubic yards a year in the Passaic River, in the heart of a very heavily urbanized 
environment, realistic or achievable? 

Furthermore, has the EPA ever managed a Superfund removal that achieved a dredging 
rate of 1 million cubic yards per year? Is this an accurate representation or does it 
overlook the practical challenges presented by a highly urbanized tidal river like the 
Passaic River? 

Job Creation: During the April 2014 public release of the FFS and in the resulting 
media coverage, there was a great deal of attention paid to job creation and local jobs 
going to residents within the LPRSA. The EPA styled the FFS as a significant job 
creator. My understanding is that the vast majority of the jobs created for this kind of 
dredging project will be imported from existing contractors active in the field of dredging 
and sediment treatment, not New Jersey residents or residents of the City of Newark. 
Could the bank to bank dredge tum out to be a net job reducer because of negative 



impacts on local communities and stunted economic development due to uncertainties 
inherent in the project? Has the EPA estimated how many jobs a project of this size 
would create or what the effects on future development would be? What assurance has or 
can the EPA provide to ensure local job creation? 

Bridge Openings: As a long-time resident of the City of Newark and as an 
Assemblywoman representing the shores of the Passaic River, I am very familiar with the 
bridges that span the River and connect Essex to Hudson County. As you are well aware, 
there are a number of movable bridges within the FFS study area. Three of the bridges 
that connect Newark to Hudson County communities are over 100 years old, have not 
been properly maintained, and failed on multiple occasions during a removal action in the 
upper River last year. Others are well maintained but serve some of the busiest rail lines 
in the United States, like Amtrak's Northeast Corridor service, carrying over a half a 
million people over these bridges each day. 

As I understand the bank to bank remedy, these bridges will have to be opened multiple 
times a day to accommodate the sediment removal, capping material, and the movement 
of equipment up and down the Passaic River. Some of these bridges are now opened 
only a few times a year. Those bridge openings will adversely impact local traffic 
patterns, PATH riders, Amtrak riders, NJ TRANSIT commuters, and freight railroads 
such as Conrail. Has the EPA evaluated the impact of no-opening periods. Has the EPA 
discussed bridge openings with municipal officials and local law enforcement personnel 
to determine what impact multiple bridge openings a day will have on their communities? 
Has the Proposed Plan and FFS adequately determined the required bridge openings to 
implement the bank to bank remedy and their impact on the project schedule? 

Access to In-River & Out-of-River Recreation: As currently proposed, the Passaic 
River will not be usable for commerce or recreation for the duration of the project. 
Significant adverse impacts will be felt in the surrounding communities throughout. . 
How do you address my concern that the scale of the bank to bank dredge will, in 
essence, create an industrial operation in the Passaic River that will inflict noise, odors, 
air pollution and traffic on the surrounding towns, 24 hours a day, 6 days a week for 40 
weeks every year for at least 5 years and, much more likely, decades? Have these issues 
been adequately evaluated in the FFS? 

I do not to see anything in the Proposed Plan that recommends any out-of-river 
improvements or upgrades geared toward attracting residents back to the Passaic River 
and encouraging more recreational opportunities, in river and out. More important! y, at 
the conclusion of project will the public and community at large have anymore use of the 
river that it does now? 

Does EPA's bank to bank plan contemplate advancing any out-of-river improvement 
projects intended to improve the riverfront, encourage economic development and/or 
enhance recreational opportunities? 



Protectiveness and Recontamination: As I understand the Proposed Plan, its 
implementation may not achieve the protectiveness goals set by the NCP. To achieve 
this risk reduction, EPA claims that the concentrations of the key contaminants will have 
to be reduced to levels far below existing levels upstream and downstream of the S-mile 
project area. 

Please also note that I am concerned that the engineered cap installed after the dredging 
in that area will be immediately recontaminated by the tidal action of the River, causing 
contaminated water and sediment from Newark Bay and the upper Passaic River to 
repeatedly wash over the newly capped sediment. It seems like a forgone conclusion that 
the partially capped area is likely to be recontaminated even before the project is finished. 
What controls is the EPA considering to limit/minimize recontamination of contaminants 
for a project this large in a tidal river like the Passaic? 

Dioxin: While I understand there are a number of contaminants of concern listed in the 
Proposed Plan, the primary reason the Passaic River was designated as part of the 
Diamond Alkali Superfund site in the first place is dioxin contamination emanating from 
the Lister A venue plant. How much of the Proposed Plan is directly attributable to the 
removal of dioxin from the Passaic River? 

In summary how many key considerations such as production rates and bridge openings 
present challenges to the predictability of completion and disruption to my community. 
My constituents and the public at large have a right to fully understand the true 
implications of the proposed project. 

Again, I thank EPA Region 2 for its work on the Diamond Alkali Superfund Site, seeking 
public comment/input and taking action towards restoration of the Passaic River. I look 
forward to your prompt reply and to one day enjoying a "staycation" on the Passic 

Sincerely, 

Assemblywoman L. Grace Spencer 
29th Legislative District 

cc: US Senator Robert Menendez 
US Senator Cory Booker 
Congressman Bill Pascrell 
Congressman Albio Sires 
Congressman Donald Payne 
Mayor Ras Baraka, City of Newark 
Senator Teresa Ruiz 
Assemblywoman Pintor-Marin 

Senator Ronald Rice 
Assemblywoman Cleopatra Tucker 
Assemblyman Ralph Caputo 
Essex County Executive Joe DiVencenzo 
Governor Chris Christie 
Commissioner Bob Martin, NJDEP 
Gina McCarthy, EPA Administrator 
Judith Enk, EPA, Region 2 
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Yeh, Alice

From: Conserve <jonathan@jaffecom.com>

Sent: Sunday, August 10, 2014 5:48 PM

To: Region2 PassaicLower8MileComments

Cc: jonathan@jaffecom.com

Subject: Help Save the Lower Passaic  - Email to EPA

Ms. Alice Yeh 

Remedial Project Manager, EPA 

290 Broadway, 19th floor 

New York, NY 10007-1866 

Dear Ms. Yeh, 

The EPA should more seriously review and consider other alternatives to its proposed 4.3 million cubic yard 

“bank to bank” dredge, such as a targeted “Sustainable Remedy” that would clean the entire River faster, with 

results comparable to those promised by the EPA’s bank-to-bank proposal and with reduced impact on the host 

communities. 

Thank you. 

Brian Sprinitis 

brian.s@twinlogixx.com 
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Yeh, Alice

From: Conserve <jonathan@jaffecom.com>

Sent: Sunday, August 10, 2014 5:48 PM

To: Region2 PassaicLower8MileComments

Cc: jonathan@jaffecom.com

Subject: Help Save the Lower Passaic  - Email to EPA

Ms. Alice Yeh 

Remedial Project Manager, EPA 

290 Broadway, 19th floor 

New York, NY 10007-1866 

Dear Ms. Yeh, 

The EPA should more seriously review and consider other alternatives to its proposed 4.3 million cubic yard 

“bank to bank” dredge, such as a targeted “Sustainable Remedy” that would clean the entire River faster, with 

results comparable to those promised by the EPA’s bank-to-bank proposal and with reduced impact on the host 

communities. 

Thank you. 

Brian Sprinitis 

lexsprint@comcast.net 

11 Londonderry Drive 

Flemington 

NJ 

08822 
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Yeh, Alice

From: Elizabeth Stagg <stagg@bcoem.org>

Sent: Tuesday, June 24, 2014 10:08 AM

To: Region2 PassaicLower8MileComments

Subject: FW: Bacteria for river cleanup

Attachments: wang et al., 2013.pdf; Tas et al., 2011.pdf; Bunge et al 2003.pdf; Kao et al.pdf

FYI, Betsy Stagg 

 

From: John H Pardue [mailto:jpardue@lsu.edu]  

Sent: Thursday, June 19, 2014 8:02 PM 
To: Elizabeth Stagg 

Subject: Re: Bacteria for river cleanup 

 

Betsy, 

 

Thanks for your note. Look over these 4 papers as examples of studies informing what we want to try in the river sediments. 

Lets stay in touch and as soon as our work plan is completed in a week or so—lets talk more and see what you think. I need 

local supporters for this study to have impact and I would appreciate the opportunity to get your feedback. Thanks again, John 

 

John H. Pardue, Ph.D., P.E. 
Elizabeth Howell Stewart Professor 
Civil & Environmental Engineering 
Director, Louisiana Water Resources Research Institute 
Co-Dir., Hazardous Substance Research Center,  S&SW 
Louisiana State University 
Baton Rouge, LA  70803-7511 
Phone: 225-578-8661 
FAX 225-578-5043 
http://www.lwrri.lsu.edu <http://www.lwrri.lsu.edu/>  
http://www.hsrc-ssw.org/ <http://www.hsrc-ssw.org/>   

 

 

From: Elizabeth Stagg <stagg@bcoem.org> 

Date: Thursday, June 19, 2014 at 8:23 AM 

To: John Pardue <jpardue@lsu.edu> 

Subject: Bacteria for river cleanup 

 

Dr. Pardue, 

Would it be possible to get copies of some of your research papers on this topic? My PhD thesis work is on flood issues 

in the Passaic River, but the topic of using bacteria for cleanup has been a topic I have brought up numerous times in 

meetings on the river cleanup. I would love to support this , if you can share some more info with me.  

Thank you,  

Betsy Stagg 

  

Elizabeth (Betsy) Stagg   PE, PP, CFM 

Bergen County Flood Management Coordinator 

Bergen County Office of Emergency Management 

285 Campgaw Road 

Mahwah, NJ 07430 

201-785-5748 
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stagg@bcoem.org 

  



Copyrighted Material Submitted as Attachment to Elizabeth Stagg E-Mail to 

Region2_PassaicLower8MileComments dated June 24, 2014 at 10:08 AM 

 

Bunge, M., L. Adrian, A. Kraus, M. Opel, W. G. Lorenz, J.R. Andreesen, H. Gorisch and U. 

Lechner, 2003. Reductive dehalogenation of chlorinated dioxins by an anaerobic bacterium. 

Nature 421:357-360. 
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�&��� ���� �	� �	������� ��������� ������� ��� &��*���

���������� ���� �	 ��� ��������� ��������	����	 *����.
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����� ���	 ��� &����	� �	 ��� ����.
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��	������ &������ � ����� ��������� �
 �������	 ����&���
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#$?( !+$+ ��� �� ��+ 0 !����#���� �� 1-��.2 .��34.�5�



��	��	������	� �
 ��� ���&������ �	������ �
 �� ��.


��� �	� �
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��� �	��.
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�	��� ������� �� ������� ��*�������� 3���	� ������� ��
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�� # �� ? /��� (�?� (�;� (�22� #�(?� �	� (�91 ��7
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/���� � � �� ��	��	������	 �	 ���� &���� 3��70�4
�	� � � �	�������	 ��*� ������
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/��� �8��
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	������ ��������* 3F���� �� ���� #99#) H��-�� �� ���� #99')

��� �	� !�� '(((4� 5	 ���� ������ �� ����������.

���	 /�� ��������� �	 *�������*� �	��� ������	� �����

��	�����	� �	�����	� ��*��������* �	� ��������� ��.

������	����	� %������� ������ ��0��� �	� ��	� *�������
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The diffuse pollution by chlorinated organic compounds in river basins is a concern, due to their potential
adverse effects on human health and the environment. Organohalides, like hexachlorobenzene (HCB), are
recalcitrant to aerobic microbial degradation, and “Dehalococcoides” spp. are the only known microorganisms
capable of anaerobic transformation of these compounds coupled to their growth. In this study, sediments from
four European rivers were studied in order to determine their HCB dechlorination capacities and the role of
Dehalococcoides spp. in this process. Only a weak correlation was observed between Dehalococcoides species
abundance and HCB transformation rates from different locations. In one of these locations, in the Ebro River
sediment, HCB dechlorination could be linked to Dehalococcoides species growth and activity by 16S rRNA-
based molecular methods. Furthermore, HCB dechlorination activity in this sediment was found over the full
range of ambient temperatures that this sediment can be exposed to during different seasons throughout the
year. The sediment contained several reductive dehalogenase (rdh) genes, and analysis of their transcription
revealed the dominance of cbrA, previously shown to encode a trichlorobenzene reductive dehalogenase. This
study investigated the role of Dehalococcoides spp. in HCB dechlorination in river sediments and evaluated if
the current knowledge of rdh genes could be used to assess HCB bioremediation potential.

Production of hexachlorobenzene (HCB)-containing pesti-
cides is banned in most of the world due to HCB’s toxic and
carcinogenic nature. However, production and emission of the
compound still occurs as an intermediate in chemical processes
and from natural sources, such as volcanoes (5, 17). In aquatic
environments, HCB is mainly deposited in the sediment due to
its hydrophobicity. Bacterial reductive dechlorination plays an
important role in the degradation of chlorinated aromatic con-
taminants like HCB in these anaerobic environments (15, 19).
Under anaerobic conditions, HCB is used by some bacteria in
their energy metabolism by coupling reductive dehalogenation
to electron transport phosphorylation (36). This is the only
known pathway, so far, for the microbial transformation of
HCB that is linked to microbial growth. Reductive dechlori-
nation of HCB and its lesser chlorinated derivatives was pre-
viously reported in several river sediments (8, 11, 18, 19).
Nevertheless, in none of these studies were the microorgan-
isms responsible for the process characterized.

Three strains of bacteria capable of degrading HCB via reduc-
tive dechlorination have been isolated so far. “Dehalococcoides”
sp. strain CBDB1 and “Dehalococcoides ethenogenes” strain 195
dechlorinate HCB to 1,3-dichlorobenzene (DCB), 1,4-DCB, and

1,3,5-trichlorobenzene (TCB) (3, 14). Additionally, production of
1,2-DCB was also observed with strain 195. A distant relative of
Dehalococcoides spp., “Dehalobium chlorocoercia” DF-1, dechlo-
rinates HCB only to 1,3,5-TCB (48). Besides HCB, strain CBDB1
can also degrade polychlorinated dibenzodioxins, ethenes, phe-
nols, and benzenes (1, 3, 10), whereas strain 195 can also use
chlorinated ethenes and ethanes as electron acceptors (14, 31).
Enzymes catalyzing the reductive dechlorination of HCB have
not yet been identified. However, genomes of strains CBDB1 and
195 were shown to have multiple copies of putative reductive
dehalogenase (rdh) genes that were predicted to code for en-
zymes mediating reductive dechlorination (29, 35). An rdh gene
from strain CBDB1, cbrA, was recently characterized as a 1,2,3,4-
tetrachlorobenzene (TeCB) and 1,2,3-TCB reductive dehaloge-
nase gene (2).

The goal of the current study was to assess the HCB dechlori-
nation potential of Dehalococcoides spp. in contaminated river
sediments from different locations on the European continent
and to evaluate if the current knowledge of rdh genes could be
used to assess HCB bioremediation potential. Previous field sur-
veys in several locations in two HCB-contaminated European
rivers indicated that Dehalococcoides species activity and rdh gene
content are variable between different geographical locations
(42). Moreover, river water temperature was identified as one of
the environmental parameters significantly affecting Dehalococ-
coides species composition in the river sediments. To this end, we
used batch microcosm incubations to detect HCB dechlorination
potentials in sediment samples from four different rivers. More-
over, the sediment from one location was exposed to the range of
different temperatures to study the effect of this parameter on
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HCB dechlorination by Dehalococcoides spp. Changes in the
Dehalococcoides species activity and diversity were detected via
16S rRNA-based approaches. Gene-specific PCR assays and se-
quencing were used to detect rdh gene diversity and expression.

MATERIALS AND METHODS

Origin of the river sediments. Samples were collected from four European
rivers within the framework of the EU project Aquaterra (7). This project aimed
to provide a foundation for a better understanding of the fate of pollutants in
these river basins (for more information, see http://www.eu-aquaterra.de). The
list of sampling locations is provided in Table S1 in the supplemental material.
Some of the locations in these river systems have a known history of HCB
contamination (e.g., Flix in the Ebro River basin), but almost all of them have
been additionally contaminated with other chlorinated compounds, e.g., pesti-
cides and/or chlorinated aliphatic compounds (7). River sediment and water
samples were taken approximately 1.5 m away from the river shore. A closed 0.5-
to 1-liter sterilized air-tight jar was submerged and opened just above the water-
sediment interface. The jar was completely filled with top-layer sediment. The
top 5 cm of the jar was filled with the river water, and the jar was closed before
it was brought to the surface and transported to the laboratory in a cooler.
Besides river sediment, samples from floodplain soil were also taken at the Elbe
River. The sediments and water were stored at 4°C until further use. Sediment
and soil characteristics have been reported elsewhere (42).

Chemicals. All chemicals were at least of analytical grade. HCB, 1,2,4,5-TeCB,
1,2,3,5-TeCB, 1,3,5-TCB, and 1,2-DCB were obtained from Aldrich Chemicals
Co., Ltd. (Dorset, England). Pentachlorobenzene (QCB), 1,2,3,4-TeCB, 1,2,4-
TCB, 1,3-DCB, and 1,4-DCB were purchased from Merck (Darmstadt, Ger-
many). 1,2,3-TCB was from Janssen Chimica (Beerse, Belgium). All chemicals
(purity, �99%) were used as received without further purification.

Batch experiments. The transformation of chlorinated benzenes was tested
with 5 g (wet weight) of sediment in 120-ml glass bottles containing 50 ml basal
medium specifically designed for the cultivation of reductively dechlorinating
bacteria (0.1 g sediment/ml basal medium) as described previously, but without
the addition of fermented yeast extract (20).The pH of the batches was 7.0 to 7.3.
The gas phase consisted of N2 (80%) and CO2 (20%). The bottles were sealed
with Viton stoppers (Maag Technic AG, Dubendorf, Switzerland). Lactate was
added as an electron donor (final concentration, 50 mM), and 30 or 50 �M HCB
was added from a stock solution prepared in acetone. The resulting acetone
concentration in the bottles was below 1 mM. Experiments were set up in an
anaerobic glove box. The oxygen concentration in the glove box was kept low
with a palladium catalyst and 3% H2 in the gas phase, which otherwise consisted
of N2. The bottles were incubated statically at 30°C in the dark unless otherwise
indicated. All experiments were carried out in triplicate. Sterile controls did not
contain any sediment. Abiotic sediment controls were prepared by autoclaving
the sediments twice for 20 min at 120°C at the start of the experiment. HCB
dechlorination was not observed in the abiotic controls of the study (data not
shown). Microcosms were sampled in intervals of 7 to 10 days to monitor
dechlorination. Liquid phase extractions for chlorinated benzene measurements
were performed on the sampling day.

Three different sets of batch scale experiments were conducted. (i) To test
transformation of HCB in the sediments of four European rivers, samples taken
from 2003 to 2006 were used. Within 2 to 4 weeks of sampling, batch experiments
were established, except for sediments collected from the Rhine River. (ii) To
assess the effect of laboratory medium compared to river water, samples that
were collected in February 2006 from Flix in the Ebro River basin were used. The
batch experiments were started within 2 weeks of sampling. In this experiment,
two sets of bottles with river water as a growth medium were prepared with and
without the addition of lactate as an external electron donor. River water con-
trols without sediment addition were prepared to check if dechlorination occurs
in the river water. (iii) Experiments that addressed the effect of temperature on
HCB transformation were started in October 2006 with sediments collected in
February 2006 from the Ebro River. The river sediments were subjected to
temperatures in the range of 4 to 37°C.

Analytical methods. Total masses of chlorinated benzenes were determined by
gas chromatography (GC)-mass spectrometry analysis of liquid phase samples.
One microliter sediment culture slurry was extracted to 1 ml hexane-acetone (4:1
[vol/vol]) solution via sonication for 20 min, followed by overnight end-over-end
shaking at room temperature. At least 95% of the added HCB could be recov-
ered with this procedure. One microliter of the hexane-acetone solution was
injected into a Trace DSQ System (Trace [Milan, Italy] DSQ MS Detector and
Trace GC Ultra) equipped with an injection splitter (split ratio, 20:1) and an

flame ionization detector (FID) connected to a capillary column (30 m by 0.25
�m [inner diameter]; Rtx 5MS [0.25 mm thick]; Restek, PA). The carrier gas was
helium, and the inlet pressure was 3 kPa. The operating temperatures of the
injector and detector were 220 and 250°C, respectively. The column was operated
with the following temperature program: initial column temperature, 60°C (1
min); increase of 5°C/min to a final temperature of 180°C (3 min). Output data
were analyzed with the Trace (Milan, Italy) Xcalibur Data System 1.3. The
chlorobenzenes (CBs) were quantified using 1,2-DCB and HCB as internal
standards. For each bottle, duplicate measurements were done. As little as 2 �M
CB could be measured with this detection system. Graphs were drawn from
averages of values measured in triplicate microcosms with corresponding stan-
dard deviations.

Sampling and nucleic acid extraction. DNA was isolated directly from sedi-
ment microcosms using the Fast DNASpinKit for Soil (Qbiogene, Carlsbad, CA)
according to the manufacturer’s instructions. During the experiments, 1.5 ml
sediment-liquid mixture per sampling point from Flix (Ebro River basin) sedi-
ment microcosms was stored at �80°C for nucleic acid extraction. RNA was
extracted using the FastRNA Pro Soil-Direct Kit (Qbiogene, Carlsbad, CA)
according to the manufacturer’s instructions with minor modifications (42).

16S rRNA-targeted DGGE, cloning, and sequencing and quantitative PCR.
cDNA synthesis, PCR, denaturing gradient gel electrophoresis (DGGE), clon-
ing, and sequence analysis were performed as described previously (41, 42). A
complete list of primers used in this study is given in Table S2 in the supple-
mental material. Real-time quantitative PCR (RT-qPCR) was performed using
an iQ5 iCycler (Bio-Rad, Veenendaal, The Netherlands) with the primers and
thermocycling program as previously described (37) for 16S rRNA genes of
Dehalococcoides and total Bacteria using SYBR green dye. For comparison, the
16S rRNA copy abundance of two other dechlorinating genera, namely, Desul-
fitobacterium and Dehalobacter, was also followed. Members of neither Desulfi-
tobacterium nor Dehalobacter are currently known to be able to degrade HCB or
its transformation products. All of the sampling points were analyzed in tripli-
cate, and no-template controls were included. Regressions with r2 values of at
least 0.994 were fitted to the data. The amplification efficiency was 99 to 103% for
16S rRNA- and 16S rRNA gene-targeted assays and 103 to 108% for reductive
dehalogenase-encoding gene-targeted assays. As a measure of the relative abun-
dance of active dechlorinating bacteria, the percentage of 16S rRNA copies of
dechlorinating bacteria compared to the number of total bacterial 16S rRNA
copies (e.g., [Dehalococcoides species 16S rRNA copies/total Bacteria 16S rRNA
copies] � 100) was calculated. The growth yield of Dehalococcoides spp. was
calculated as the ratio of 16S rRNA gene copies/ml to the amount of Cl� per ml
released during HCB transformation at the point of HCB depletion by assuming
(i) Dehalococcoides spp. are the only microorganisms responsible for HCB trans-
formation and (ii) Dehalococcoides spp. carry only one copy of the 16S rRNA
gene in their genomes.

Detection of reductive dehalogenase genes. Terminal restriction fragment length
polymorphism (T-RFLP), sequencing, and qPCR were used to detect rdh genes
in the genome of strain CBDB1 in sediment microcosms. As described previously
by Wagner and coworkers, 13 degenerate primer pairs were used to amplify
specific fragments of catalytic-subunit-encoding rdh genes (rdhA) from strain
CBDB1 (44). T-RFLP analysis of 6-carboxyfluorescein (FAM)-labeled frag-
ments amplified from the sample taken in the third week of HCB dechlorination
in Flix sediment microcosms was performed by Dr. Van Haeringen Laborato-
rium b.v. (Wageningen, The Netherlands). Additionally, degenerate primers
(forward primer, fdehal, and reverse primer, rdehal [see Table S2 in the supple-
mental material]) were used to amplify 550- to 660-bp fragments. These primers
target conserved motifs in the upstream region of the iron-sulfur cluster binding
motif of rdhA genes in strain CBDB1 (21). After cloning and sequencing of these
PCR fragments, the sequences obtained were compared to those deposited in the
National Center for Biotechnology Information (NCBI) database using the
BLASTX tool (4). Deduced amino acid sequences were obtained with
the TRANSLATE program (http://us.expasy.org/tools/dna.html). Amino acid
sequences were aligned using the MUSCLE program (http://www.ebi.ac.uk
/Tools/muscle/), and phylogenetic trees (neighbor joining; default settings) were
generated by using MEGA version 4.0 (40). cDNA for the detection of rdh gene
expression was synthesized with random hexamers from 0.1 �g of total RNA
using the SuperScript III First-Strand Synthesis System (Invitrogen, Carlsbad,
CA) according to the manufacturer’s instructions. The expression of two reduc-
tive dehalogenase-encoding genes of strain CBDB1, namely, cbrA (CAI82345.1)
and cbdbA1624 (CAI83644.1), was followed in experiments addressing the effect
of temperature on HCB transformation via RT-qPCR using an iQ5 iCycler
(Bio-Rad, Veenendaal, The Netherlands) with the primers and thermocycling
program as previously described (44). cbrA is a 1,2,3,4-tetrachlorobenzene and
1,2,3-trichlorobenzene dehalogenase gene. Furthermore, Wagner and coworkers
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(44) showed that cbdbA1624 is expressed at levels similar to those of cbrA by
strain CBDB1 in the presence of 1,2,4-TCB. Expression of both cbrA and
cbdbA1624 was found to be induced—compared to the other rdh genes of strain
CBDB1—during 1,2,3-TCB and/or 1,2,4-TCB dechlorination.

Nucleotide sequence accession numbers. The sequences obtained were depos-
ited in the NCBI database under accession numbers HQ008326 to HQ008336.

RESULTS

Dechlorination of HCB in river sediments from different
geographical locations. The primary objective of this survey
was to test the anaerobic transformation potential of HCB in
sediments of different rivers across Europe. Twelve out of 15
sediments were able to transform HCB to lower chlorinated
benzenes (Table 1). HCB was not degraded in abiotic or au-
toclaved controls, indicating that microbial transformation was
responsible for the removal of chlorinated benzenes. Penta- or
tetrachlorobenzenes were always below the detection limit,
suggesting that these intermediates were dechlorinated rap-
idly. Monochlorobenzene (MCB) formation was not observed
during the 150 days of incubation. The electron donor was
completely consumed, and methane accumulation was ob-
served (data not shown). In most cases 1,3,5-TCB and 1,3- and
1,4-DCB were the end products observed after (up to 5
months) incubation. In Schönberg-45 soil and river sediment
from Wageningen, 1,2-DCB was also an end product of the
transformation (Table 1). Samples from Reinosa, Schön-
berg-42 soil, and Roßlau were inactive toward HCB, but
methanogenic activity was detected in these samples. Lack of
dechlorination activity in the Roßlau samples could be due to
the large amount of heavy metal deposition in this river (28).

Dehalococcoides was detected in most, but not all, of the

samples studied here (Table 1). In most of the samples exhib-
iting HCB-dechlorinating activity in microcosms, Dehalococ-
coides was present, but in some cases, i.e., Conchas de Haro
and the Schönberg flood plain soils, Dehalococcoides could not
be detected in the sediment or soil prior to the experiments,
although HCB dechlorination was observed. The Dehalococ-
coides species 16S rRNA gene copy number per gram of Re-
inosa, Roßlau, and Schönberg-42 material was below the de-
tection limit, which may explain the lack of transformation by
these particular samples. The relative abundance of Dehalo-
coccoides species 16S rRNA gene copies was mostly below
0.1% compared to the total Bacteria 16S rRNA gene copies.
The data from the HCB transformation experiments was used
to determine HCB dechlorination rates, where first-order rate
constants were calculated from the HCB transformation curves
(Table 1). A large variation was observed in degradation rates
among the samples from each basin (see Fig. S1 in the sup-
plemental material). These transformation rates had a weak
negative correlation (Spearman’s rho � �0.33; P � 0.1) with
the number of Dehalococcoides organisms in the samples, sug-
gesting that the initial Dehalococcoides species content of the
samples is not necessarily indicative of HCB transformation
rates. Short half-lives of only a few days were observed for
sediments at some locations. One of these, Flix in the River
Ebro basin, Spain, was selected for follow-up experiments.

Dechlorination of HCB in river sediment from Flix in the
Ebro River basin. Flix sediments were amended with 50 �M
HCB to gain additional insight into HCB transformation and
the role of Dehalococcoides spp. in the process. HCB was
completely transformed in all microcosms to 1,3,5-TCB, 1,4-

TABLE 1. Summary of results from batch biotransformation experiments and quantitative PCR analysis

Location Naturea

Biotransformation expt, HCB Quantitative PCR analysise

t1/2 (days) (nb) Lag phasec

(days) Productd
Dehaloccoides spp.

(102 16S rRNA
gene copies/ml)

Bacteria (106

16S rRNA
gene copies/ml)

Ebro River
Reinosa RS � (3) ND1/2 ND BDL 0.04 � 0.01
Conchas de Haro RS 7–30 (3) 5–48 1,3,5-TCB, 1,3/1,4-DCB BDL 4.58 � 1.81
Zaragoza RS 3–27 (3) 5–19 1,3,5-TCB, 1,3/1,4-DCB 1.46 � 0.5 1.41 � 0.03
Monzon RS 5–6 (2) �28 1,3,5-TCB, 1,3/1,4-DCB 2.00 � 0.1 0.63 � 0.05
Lerida RS 14–30 (2) �28 1,3,5-TCB, 1,3/1,4-DCB 6.23 � 0.3 3.85 � 0.67
Flix RS 2–47 (4) �28 1,3,5-TCB, 1,3/1,4-DCB 3.15 � 0.16 0.42 � 0.05
Tortosa RS 6–12 (2) �28 1,3,5-TCB, 1,3/1,4-DCB 5.38 � 0.21 1.68 � 0.51
Delta rice field RS 5–62 (4) �36 1,3,5-TCB, 1,3/1,4-DCB 2.30–4.61 � 0.1–0.2 2.27 � 0.28
Delta-estuary RS 8–11 (2) �28 1,3/1,4-DCB 0.86 � 0.14 1.87 � 0.86

Elbe River
Schönberg RS 6–17 (3) �62 1,3,5-TCB, 1,3/1,4-DCB BDL–2.15 � 0.1 1.96 � 0.12
Schönberg-42 FPS � (2) ND ND BDL 5.33 � 0.37
Schönberg-45 FPS 6–140 (3) 28–62 1,2,4/1,3,5-TCB, 1,2-DCB BDL 5.45 � 0.88
Roßlau RS � (4) ND ND 1.23 � 0.1 0.35 � 0.15

Other sampling locations
Danube River, Budapest RS 4–64 (3) 5–19 1,3,5-TCB, 1,3/1,4-DCB 1.92 � 0.11 1.35 � 0.15
Rhine River, Wageningen RS 6–14 (2) �28 1,3,5-TCB, 1,2/1,4-DCB 2.07 � 0.1 1.01 � 0.06

a RS, river sediment; FPS, flood plain soil.
b Calculated half-life (via first-order rate constants) n, number of bottles used for the calculation.
c Observed lag phase before dechlorination occurred.
d Major chlorinated benzene products after 5 months.
e Mean value and standard deviation of (at least) triplicate analysis. BDL, below detection limit.
f ND, no transformation could be detected in the experimental period of 153 days.
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DCB, and 1,3-DCB (Fig. 1A). Throughout the experiment (91
days), MCB production was not detected. Additionally, no
changes could be detected in tri- or dichlorobenzene concen-
trations after the 28th day of the experiment (data not shown).
Interestingly, 16S rRNA gene copy numbers of Dehalococ-
coides spp. increased rapidly to 104 copies/ml in the first week
of the experiment where no HCB dechlorination was observed.
Dechlorination proceeded with an additional further increase
in 16S rRNA gene copy numbers to 105 copies/ml, which was
reached after 3 weeks (Fig. 1). Similar population densities
were also observed in Dehalococcoides-containing enrichment
cultures and isolated strains (13, 22, 23, 31). Besides absolute
16S rRNA gene copy numbers, rRNA relative abundance (De-
halococcoides species 16S rRNA copies/total Bacteria 16S
rRNA copies) was used to relate the growth of the species to
the transformation of HCB. Even though the rRNA content of
metabolically active or inactive Dehalococcoides spp. is not
known, a strong positive correlation between activity and high
rRNA content has been shown for some other microorganisms
(24, 25). Over the duration of HCB transformation, the rela-
tive abundance of Dehalococcoides species rRNA compared to
total bacterial rRNA levels increased from 0.7 to 5.7%. This
value rapidly decreased again after HCB transformation was
complete (see Fig. S2 in the supplemental material). There
was no substantial change in the relative abundance of
Desulfitobacterium species rRNA (less than 0.1% during the
experimental period [data not shown]), and Dehalobacter
species rRNA was not detected at any time (data not
shown). The measured Dehalococcoides species growth yield
was 3.61 � 106 � 0.5 � 106 16S rRNA gene copies/�mol Cl�

released. Dehalococcoides sp. strain CBDB1 and strain 195
were reported to have growth yields 17 and 23 times higher,
respectively, than this value during dechlorination of dichlo-
rophenol to monochlorophenol (1).

Dehalococcoides species 16S rRNA-targeted DGGE analysis
showed no changes in the composition of the Dehalococcoides
species population during dechlorination (see Fig. S3A in the
supplemental material). The dominant DGGE band corre-
sponded to a single Dehalococcoides strain (EU700498), the
16S rRNA sequence of which had 98.1% (	1,200 bp) similarity

to that of Dehalococcoides sp. strain CBDB1. In addition, dur-
ing the dechlorination of HCB and its intermediate products,
no significant changes were detected in the total bacterial
DGGE fingerprints targeting the 16S rRNA gene (see Fig. S3B
in the supplemental material).

We used T-RFLP to assess whether the Dehalococcoides spp.
in Flix river sediment possessed rdhA genes corresponding to
those previously identified in the genome of strain CBDB1 (44).
Analysis of 57 T-RFs in the sample taken in the third week of the
experiment showed that the Flix sediment batches contained 19 of
the 32 rdh genes from strain CBDB1 (Fig. 1B). Almost all of the
rdh gene sequences belonging to clusters 1a to d, 2a, and 4a were
detected. Sequencing of gene fragments (550 to 660 bp) amplified
with the fdehal-rdehal primer pair resulted in 11 unique se-
quences. Deduced amino acid sequences of partial rdhA gene
sequences from Flix microcosms (184 to 221 residues) were used
to generate a tree in which rdhA genes from Dehalococcoides
species isolates with at least 70% similarity to Flix microcosm
sequences were also included (Fig. 2). The recently characterized
trichlorobenzene reductase-encoding gene, cbrA, could be de-
tected with T-RFLP analysis but could not be found in the clone
library. In contrast, two genes that could not be detected by
T-RFLP analysis (cbdbA1455 and cbdbA1618 of cluster 2b) were
found in the clone library. Sequences clustered in several groups.
Cluster 1 contained four sequences similar to cbdbA1624 along-
side several uncharacterized rdhA genes from Dehalococcoides
species strains KB1, GT, and VS and putative trans-dichlo-
roethene-producing reductive dehalogenase from Dehalococ-
coides sp. strain MB (12). Cluster 2 comprised rdhA5 from De-
halococcoides sp. strain FL2 and an uncharacterized rdhA gene
from strain GT, besides four sequences from Flix microcosms
with highest similarity to cbdb1560. The deduced amino acid
sequences of RdhA01, RdhA04, and RdhA09 contained at least
one stop codon, suggesting that these genes are likely to be non-
functional.

Dechlorination of HCB in Flix sediment with river water as
a growth medium. The Flix sediment was subjected to river
water instead of the defined laboratory medium to test whether
HCB transformation could be achieved. In all of the river
sediment batches, methane production could be observed 20

FIG. 1. (A) Transformation of 50 �M HCB in river sediment microcosms from Flix (Ebro River basin, Spain). The bars represent the
concentrations of HCB and transformation products. The line represents Dehalococcoides species 16S rRNA gene copies/ml (standard deviations
are not displayed if they are smaller than the symbol). (B) T-RFLP fingerprinting of Dehalococcoides sp. strain CBDB1 reductive dehalogenase
(rdh) genes in sediment microcosms. The gene clusters are as previously defined in Table 1 of reference 44 and represent the degenerate primer
pairs used to amplify specific fragments of all 32 rdhA genes of strain CBDB1.
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days after the start of the experiment (data not shown), indi-
cating the development of methanogenic conditions. HCB de-
chlorination in bottles with lactate started after 10 days,
whereas bottles without an external electron donor had a lag
phase of 30 days before dechlorination could be observed (see
Fig. S4A and B in the supplemental material). Full dechlo-
rination of HCB was achieved in both cases. The end products
were similar to those observed in the previous experiment with
defined medium, namely, 1,3,5-TCB, 1,3-DCB, and 1,4-DCB.
However, more 1,3,5-TCB was produced (compare Fig. 1A
with Fig. S4A and B in the supplemental material). No dechlo-
rination was observed in river water controls without sediment.
Comparison of DGGE fingerprints showed that active species
in the sediment batches had the same fingerprint as Dehalo-
coccoides sp. CBDB1 (see Fig. S4C in the supplemental mate-
rial). On the other hand, these fingerprints were different than
those from the predominant endogenous populations observed

in the original sediment samples from the sampling location.
Molecular screening showed that the activity of Dehalococ-
coides spp. (based on 16S rRNA) increased during dechlo-
rination, covering 0.5 to 0.9% of the bacterial 16S rRNA pool,
in the absence and presence, respectively, of the external elec-
tron donor (see Fig. S4D in the supplemental material). Bot-
tles with the external electron donor showed a pattern of ac-
tivity similar to that observed in the bottles with a defined
medium. On the other hand, incubations without an external
electron donor showed a more gradual increase and decrease
in the 16S rRNA copy numbers, as well as a 2-fold-lower
maximal relative abundance.

Dechlorination of HCB at different temperatures. In order
to assess whether seasonal differences in ambient temperature
have an effect on HCB transformation, the Flix river sediment
was subjected to temperatures between 4 and 37°C. Transfor-
mation of 30 �M HCB was observed at all tested temperatures,

FIG. 2. Phylogenetic analysis of rdhA genes amplified from HCB-dechlorinating sediment microcosms from Flix in the Ebro River basin. The
unrooted neighbor-joining tree was generated from deduced amino acid sequences of partial rdhA gene fragments. Branching points supported
by 85 to 100% of 1,000 bootstrap sampling events are indicated by solid circles, and those with 50 to 84% support are indicated by open squares.
The scale bar represents 10% sequence divergence. Distances were computed using the Poisson correction method. All positions containing gaps
and missing data were eliminated from the data set. The labels show the GI number of the gene, the locus tag of the coding sequence, and the
taxonomic name of the Dehalococcoides strain. Genes sequenced in this study are presented in boldface.
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except for 4°C (Fig. 3A). The highest HCB transformation
rates were observed at 25°C and 30°C, whereas at temperatures
below 20°C or above 30°C, the dechlorination rate dropped
considerably (Fig. 3A). The results indicated that it was still
possible to have reductive dechlorination at low temperatures,
yet the time needed for complete degradation almost doubled
(from 50 days at 20°C to more than 100 days at 15°C). Similar

to the results obtained in the river water microcosms, at 20°C,
the lack of an added external electron donor slightly delayed
the start of HCB dechlorination. Interestingly, more 1,3,5-TCB
was produced in microcosms without an added electron donor
(Fig. 3B). There were no prominent differences between the
end products of the transformation process at 30°C and 15°C
(Fig. 4). 16S rRNA gene copies of Dehalococcoides spp. in-
creased with HCB depletion at 30°C. On the other hand, at
15°C Dehalococcoides species copy numbers increased gradu-
ally without a significant change in HCB concentrations. Ad-
ditionally, the relative abundance of Dehalococcoides species
16S rRNA increased to its highest level (5.2% � 1.0% at 30°C
and 5.5% � 1.2% at 15°C) (see Fig. S5 in the supplemental
material) during HCB dechlorination. DGGE fingerprinting
showed that at both temperatures the Dehalococcoides species
16S rRNA composition was the same in the batches, domi-
nated by a single band (data not shown).

To further investigate the involvement of specific reductive
dehalogenases in the transformation of HCB, we also mea-
sured transcript levels of 1,2,3,4-TeCB and 1,2,3-TCB reduc-
tase-encoding cbrA and cbdbA1624, the latter of which is po-
tentially involved in 1,2,4-TCB degradation (44). Transcript
copy numbers were normalized to 16S rRNA and examined
during the transformation of HCB at the two different tem-
peratures (Fig. 5). At both temperatures, transcription of cbrA
could be detected from the early weeks of the experiment,
whereas transcription of cbdbA1624 could be observed only
during the later phases of dechlorination. At 30°C, the relative
transcript levels of cbrA increased by an order of magnitude
compared to the beginning of the experiment (Fig. 5A). A
similar response was observed during 1,2,3-TCB and 1,2,4-
TCB dechlorination by strain CBDB1 (44). Throughout the
experiment, cbrA transcript levels were found to be 3- to 50-
fold higher than those at the start of the incubation. When
transcribed, the expression of cbdbA1624 was lower than that
of cbrA. At 15°C, transcription of the two genes was not de-
tected at the beginning of the experiment. Later, cbrA was
transcribed at a constant level until the transformation of HCB
was set off. The cbrA transcription increased by only 1 order of
magnitude once HCB transformation and accumulation of in-
termediates could be observed (Fig. 5B). On the other hand,
cbdbA1624 did not follow a particular pattern, and its tran-
scription level remained lower than that of cbrA (except for the
sample taken at day 20 of incubation). Interestingly the

FIG. 3. (A) Transformation of HCB at various temperatures (4 to
37°C) in Flix river sediment. “20°C w/e- donor” represents the batch
microcosm at 20°C with lactate as an electron (e�) donor. “20°C w/o e-
donor” represents the batch microcosm at 20°C without any additional
e� donor. (B) HCB transformation products at the end of the exper-
iment (150 days). The asterisk represents the batch microcosm at 20°C
without any additional e� donor. The data points are averages of
duplicate measurements of triplicate bottles. The error bars represent
the standard deviations between the triplicate microcosms.

FIG. 4. Transformation of 30 �M HCB in microcosms incubated at 30°C (A) and 15°C (B). The bars represent changes in the concentrations
of HCB and the end products of transformation (with an average standard deviation of 5 �M). The lines represent Dehalococcoides species 16S
rRNA gene copies/ml. The error bars represent the standard deviations of duplicate measurements (standard deviations are not displayed if they
are smaller than the symbol). A lack of data points indicates that concentrations were below the detection limit.
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cbdbA1624 transcription level increased in the later stages of
the experiment where 1,2,4-TCB dechlorination was observed.
Subsequently, the number of Dehalococcoides 16S rRNA cop-
ies present in batch cultures was compared to the sum of cbrA
and cbdbA1624 transcript copies. This comparison was made
to determine whether a positive linear correlation existed be-
tween 16S rRNA and rdh gene transcription, as an indication
of overall metabolic activity in relation to rdh transcription (see
Fig. S6 in the supplemental material). A strong positive linear
correlation (r2 � 0.969) was found in the microcosms at 15°C,
whereas a weaker correlation (r2 � 0.636) was observed at
30°C.

DISCUSSION

In this study, we used a combination of molecular tools with
chemical analysis to determine the role of Dehalococcoides
spp. in the transformation process of HCB in river sediment
microcosms. The majority of samples tested exhibited the ca-
pacity to dechlorinate HCB irrespective of the amount of HCB
or Dehalococcoides spp. present in situ. The relatively wide-
spread capability of sediments and soils to transform HCB is
remarkable but not entirely unexpected. Although the amount
of HCB in the environment has been decreasing over the past
3 to 4 decades, there still remains a substantial amount (be-
tween 10,000 and 26,000 tons worldwide) due to the global
turnover of HCB (6). Our previous studies on these sediments
indicated that the in situ Dehalococcoides composition is highly
heterogeneous and cannot always be significantly correlated
with HCB contamination (42). A similar conclusion could be
drawn from the present study, as we observed only a weak

correlation between Dehalococcoides species abundance in
sediments and the rate at which the transformation of HCB
took place in microcosms. Therefore, it could be postulated
that not all of the Dehalococcoides spp. detected in sediments
were capable of transforming HCB and/or that other popula-
tions not detected by the assays used in this study are at least
partially responsible for HCB dechlorination. The 16S rRNA
gene-based detection of Dehalococcoides used here overlooks
the involvement of populations like strain DF-1, Lahn, and
Tidal Flat clusters (26, 27), which are closely related to but not
within the genus Dehalococcoides. It should be noted, however,
that the current data set is small from a statistical viewpoint
and may be too small to observe significant and/or strong
correlations.

Even though dechlorination capacity and Dehalococcoides
spp. were present in the samples, HCB contamination is still
prevalent in the environment. This is not entirely unexpected,
since the transformation experiments described here were car-
ried out under optimized conditions for the dechlorinating
bacteria, e.g., the medium contained, to the best of our knowl-
edge, every nutrient the microorganisms might require. For
example, as nonfermentative bacteria, Dehalococcoides spp.
depend in the environment on the H2 supplied by other mi-
croorganisms (38). Conversely, our results also showed that
river water and sediment microorganisms could support the
growth and dechlorination activity of Dehalococcoides spp.
This discrepancy with the real-life situation of HCB still being
present in the sediment indicates that prevailing environmen-
tal conditions often do not allow complete natural attenuation
of HCB by Dehalococcoides spp. in contaminated sediments.
However, compared to chemical (e.g., chemical reaction with
hydroxyl [OH] radicals, with a half-life of 156 days to 4.2 years)
or physical (e.g., atmospheric photolysis, with a suggested half-
life of about 80 days) processes, biological reductive dechlo-
rination of HCB with the half-lives observed in this study,
ranging from 2 to 62 days, is a relatively fast process, provided
that the conditions are suitable for dechlorination. Moreover,
the results presented in this study support the findings of re-
cent multimedia fate models, which predict that, on a global
scale, the greatest losses of HCB in the environment may occur
from sediment and soils (6).

Significant changes in the 16S rRNA relative abundance and
16S rRNA gene copy numbers of Dehalococcoides spp. were
observed in all microcosms during HCB dechlorination. The
results suggested the involvement of Dehalococcoides spp. in
reductive dechlorination of HCB, while 16S rRNA sequence
analysis confirmed the high sequence identity of Dehalococ-
coides spp. from the microcosm to strain CBDB1. We observed
an increase in Dehalococcoides 16S rRNA gene copies before
HCB transformation, which contradicts the recent knowledge
that Dehalococcoides spp. can only use chlorinated compounds
as their electron acceptor. Sequenced Dehalococcoides ge-
nomes have shown no strong indication of the presence of
genes encoding enzymes involved in the use of any other elec-
tron acceptors (29, 32, 35). However, the sequenced species
were enriched and maintained in the laboratory for a long time
solely on chlorinated compounds and might have lost their
ability to use other compounds. Even though we lack sound
experimental proof, it is tempting to speculate, based on this
observation, that Dehalococcoides might be able to use other

FIG. 5. Expression of cbrA and cbdbA1624 genes at 30°C (A) and
15°C (B) in sediment microcosms. Normalization was based on 16S
rRNA copies. The bars represent the ratio of each rdh transcript to 16S
rRNA. The error bars represent the standard deviations of duplicate
measurements. When not detected, the gene expression in the samples
is not displayed. The lines represent changes in HCB concentrations;
The error bars represent average measurements of triplicates.
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naturally produced (chloro)organic compounds, such as humic
acids, as the electron acceptor in these river sediments. This
should be addressed in future studies, aiming at a more pro-
found understanding of the in situ ecophysiology of Dehalo-
coccoides spp.

Experiments showed that, like the laboratory isolates, natu-
rally occurring Dehalococcoides spp. are mesophilic and can
tolerate 15 to 20°C environments, as well. Decreasing temper-
ature caused a significant delay in the dechlorination of HCB
and growth of Dehalococcoides spp. Our results also showed
that Dehalococcoides spp. in the Flix sediment are not adapted
to temperatures as low as 4°C. Tetrachloroethene (PCE) and
polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs) can be transformed at low
temperatures (4 to 12°C) (9, 33); however, the involvement of
Dehalococcoides spp. in these transformations is not known.
There was no notable difference in the composition and rela-
tive abundance of the genus between 30°C and 15°C. It can
therefore be assumed that below the optimum growth temper-
ature of Dehalococcoides spp., HCB dechlorination is possible,
with longer lag phases. Moreover, this experiment could not
confirm our prediction from in situ surveys that temperature
has a significant effect on Dehalococcoides species composi-
tion. The Dehalococcoides species population involved in HCB
dechlorination in the microcosm showed 95.5 to 98.2% 16S
rRNA sequence similarity to Dehalococcoides spp. detected in
the sampling location (42) and 98.1% similarity to strain
CBDB1. However, it should be kept in mind that the condi-
tions used for in vitro microcosm experiments are selective and
might not be ideal to support the growth of all endogenous
Dehalococcoides species populations, which are involved in
HCB transformation in these sediments at different seasons
throughout the year.

The Dehalococcoides species 16S rRNA gene is highly con-
served among currently known species. However, there are
considerable differences in rdh gene contents (30). HCB trans-
formation end products in microcosms were most similar to
those reported for strain CBDB1. For this reason, we have
focused on rdh genes from this strain. PCR assays targeting all
rdh genes predicted from the genome sequence of strain
CBDB1 showed the presence of 19 rdh genes in the micro-
cosm. However, efforts to confirm this finding with sequencing
were not successful. Our repeated attempts to amplify full-
length fragments of rdhA genes (	1.7 kb) with the primer pair
RRF2-B1R (21) did not result in any PCR product. Even
though the majority of known rdh genes from Dehalococcoides
spp. were amplified using this primer set (21, 39), it also failed
to amplify some rdh genes (21, 45). Additionally, in the full
genome sequence of strain CBDB1, there are only four rdhA
genes that have a perfect binding site to these primers. Se-
quencing of partial rdhA genes with the fdehal-rdehal primer
pair showed conflicting results by amplifying two genes that
could not be detected with T-RFLP analysis and showing low
rdh gene diversity. The fdehal-rdehal primer pair has binding
sites in two rdhA genes of strain CBDB1, cbdbA1495 and
cbdbA1550; however, sequences obtained from the Flix micro-
cosms showed only moderate similarity to these genes. The
high overall sequence variability of rdhA genes required the
use of degenerate primer pairs, but primer degeneracy intro-
duces difficulties in detecting highly variable or low-abundance
sequences (44). Nevertheless, we were able to gain a significant

amount of information about rdh gene content and transcrip-
tion in the microcosms. Flix sediment microcosms contained
multiple copies of rdh genes, as previously shown for Dehalo-
coccoides isolates and enrichments. Moreover, most of the
genes detected via T-RFLP and sequencing analysis in the
microcosms were also found in situ with functional gene mi-
croarrays (42). The 16S rRNA concentrations and cbrA tran-
scription increased concurrently during dechlorination, sup-
porting previous reports on the metabolic involvement of this
gene in one of the HCB degradation pathways (44). The tran-
scription of cbrA in the early phases of the degradation could
also be an indication of the involvement of the gene in dechlo-
rination of highly chlorinated benzenes. However, cbrA was
consistently transcribed in most of the microcosms even after
dechlorination was complete. As a result, substrate specificity
and/or tight transcriptional regulation of the gene in our case
is uncertain. Transcription of cbdbA1624 could not be corre-
lated with Dehalococcoides growth and was observed only
when HCB dechlorination had already started. Lack of expres-
sion during early HCB dechlorination supports the idea that
the corresponding gene product is involved in dechlorination
of lower chlorinated benzenes. Interestingly, at 15°C, rdh gene
transcripts showed a stronger correlation with 16S rRNA copy
numbers than at 30°C. Therefore, it can be speculated that at
mesophilic temperatures, besides cbrA and cbdbA1624, some
other rdh genes contribute significantly to the metabolic activ-
ity. Complex transcriptional responses to various chlorinated
compounds were previously reported for Dehalococcoides iso-
lates and cocultures (16, 44, 45) and were predicted to be
tightly regulated by two-component and/or MarR-type regula-
tors (29, 35). The majority of rdh genes detected with T-RFLP
and sequencing analysis were similar to those of strain CBDB1,
which are located close to MarR-type regulators. These regu-
lators were shown to have “phenolic-sensing capabilities” (47)
and to activate or repress gene expression during aromatic-
compound degradation (43) in several other bacteria. It has
been suggested that the possibly MarR-regulated rdhA genes
might play an important role in haloaromatic compound deg-
radation pathways (29). Since these genes could be detected
both in situ and in sediment microcosms, it is tempting to
speculate that they carry a great potential to be used as bio-
markers of anaerobic haloaromatic-compound degradation ca-
pacity.

Conclusions. The HCB transformation capability of the
river systems studied here is a promising indicator of their in
situ capability for pollutant biodegradation. More environmen-
tal surveys are still needed to fully understand the degradation
of halogenated aromatic pollutants, like HCB, in river basins.
As strictly anaerobic and mesophilic bacteria, Dehalococcoides
spp. were shown to take part in HCB transformation and to be
resistant and adaptable to different temperatures. Our results
suggest that similarities in rdh gene content and 16S rRNA-
based identity can be used to assess HCB dechlorination ca-
pability and as possible indicators of degradation pathways.
However, it is also evident that with biomolecular assays tar-
geting ribosomal and process-specific functional genes, such as
those encoding reductive dehalogenases, it will remain difficult
to understand the full extent of the process, since the dechlo-
rination process is part of a complex web of metabolic and
regulatory interactions (34, 46). Future efforts focusing on
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gene trait matching and elucidation of structure-function rela-
tionships for possibly MarR-regulated rdhA genes of Dehalo-
coccoides spp. will further improve the predictive power of
these molecular analyses.
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Multiple reductive-dehalogenase-homologous genes are simultaneously
transcribed during dechlorination by Dehalococcoides-containing cultures.
Appl. Environ. Microbiol. 71:8257–8264.

46. West, K. A., et al. 2008. Comparative genomics of “Dehalococcoides
ethenogenes” 195 and an enrichment culture containing unsequenced “De-
halococcoides” strains. Appl. Environ. Microbiol. 74:3533–3540.

47. Wilkinson, S. P., and A. Grove. 2004. HucR, a novel uric acid-responsive
member of the MarR family of transcriptional regulators from Deinococcus
radiodurans. J. Biol. Chem. 279:51442–51450.

48. Wu, Q., et al. 2002. Dechlorination of chlorobenzenes by a culture containing
bacterium DF-1, a PCB dechlorinating microorganism. Environ. Sci. Tech-
nol. 36:3290–3294.

VOL. 77, 2011 “DEHALOCOCCOIDES” SPP. IN HCB ANAEROBIC TRANSFORMATION 4445



Dechlorination of Commercial PCBs and Other Multiple Halogenated
Compounds by a Sediment-Free Culture Containing Dehalococcoides
and Dehalobacter
Shanquan Wang and Jianzhong He*

Department of Civil and Environmental Engineering, National University of Singapore, Block E2-02-13, 1 Engineering Drive 3,
Singapore 117576, Singapore

*S Supporting Information

ABSTRACT: At the contaminated sites, polychlorinated biphenyls
(PCBs) frequently coexist with other halogenated compounds, such as
polybrominated diphenyl ethers (PBDEs), chloroethanes, and
chloroethenes. The presence of multiple halogenated compounds
usually poses toxicity to dehalogenating microbes, because few cultures
are capable of detoxifying a broad spectrum of halogenated
compounds. In this study, a sediment-free culture, designed as
AD14, is able to sequentially remove halogens from PCBs and other
cocontaminants. Culture AD14 dechlorinated the commercial PCB
mixtureAroclor 1260mainly by removing flanked para- and
doubly flanked meta-chlorines. It also dehalogenated octa-brominated
diphenyl ether mixture predominantly to tetra-BDEs, 2,4,6-trichlor-
ophenol (2,4,6-TCP) to 4-CP, and tetrachloroethene (PCE)/1,2-
dichloroethane (1,2-DCA) completely to ethene. When applied to a mixture of the above-mentioned compounds, culture AD14
stepwise removed halogens from 2,4,6-TCP, 1,2-DCA, PCE, PBDEs, and PCBs. Illumina sequencing analysis of 16S rRNA genes
showed that only two known dechlorinating genera, Dehalococcoides and Dehalobacter, were present in culture AD14.
Quantitative real-time PCR analysis showed that the 16S rRNA gene copies of Dehalococcoides and Dehalobacter increased from
1.14 × 105 to 7.04 × 106 copies mL−1 and from 1.15 × 105 to 8.20 × 106 copies mL−1 after removing 41.13 μM of total chlorine
from PCBs. The above results suggest that both Dehalobacter and Dehalococcoides could be responsible for PCB dechlorination.
Although two Dehalococoides mccartyi strains with identical 16S rRNA genes were isolated from the PCBs-dechlorinating mixed
culture using trichloroethene (TCE) and vinyl chloride (VC) as alternatives to PCBs, the two isolates are incapable of
dechlorinating PCBs. In all, culture AD14 is promising for bioremediation applications at sites cocontaminated with PCBs and
other halogenated compounds.

■ INTRODUCTION
Polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs) are a family of 209
congeners that were produced and sold as complex mixtures,
e.g., Aroclor 1260. Although the production of PCBs has been
banned in most countries since the late 1970s, their massive
industrial usage has resulted in their widespread distribution in
sediments of many lakes, rivers, and harbors.1 Thus, PCBs still
remain a major concern to the health of human beings and
ecosystems.2 For example, an exponential increase in the
concentrations of PCBs and polybrominated diphenyl ethers
(PBDEs) was found in dolphins and sharks from Florida coastal
waters based on a 10-year period study.3 A more troublesome
problem is that many PCB-contaminated sites are cocontami-
nated by other various halogenated compounds such as
PBDEs4,5 and chloroethenes,6 posing challenges to the
bioremediation strategies.
Thus far, chlorine removal from highly chlorinated PCB

congeners has been observed in anaerobic environments via a
microbial reductive dechlorination process.7 Many PCB-
dechlorinating cultures have been established with sediments

from different geographic sites, in which the PCB dechlor-
inators were identified to be either Dehalococcoides7−11 or o-17/
DF-1-like Chlorof lexi bacteria.7,10,12 Among them, only three
cultures showed the capabilities to dehalogenate both PCBs
and other halogenated compounds, i.e., Dehalococcoides mccartyi
strain 195, Dehalococcoides mccartyi strain CBDB1 and
Dehalobium chlorocoercia DF-1.8,11,13,14 Strain 195, best
known for perchloroethene (PCE) and trichloroethene
(TCE) dechlorination, has been reported to dehalogenate
three PCB congeners11 and PBDEs.13 Strain CBDB1 has broad
dechlorination activity on chlorinated aromatic compounds,
e.g., chlorobenzenes,15 chlorinated dioxins,16 and Aroclor
1260.8 Bacterium DF-1 can dechlorinate weathered Aroclor
1260 through attacking double-flanked chlorines,14 and
hexachlorobenzene to 1,3,5-trichlorobenzene.17 However,
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strain 195 is known only to dechlorinate PCB congeners
chlorinated on a single ring (i.e., 23456-CB, 2346-CB, and
2356-CB), which are usually not the PCBs present at
contaminated sites. Information on PDBE debromination by
both strains CBDB1 and DF-1 is not available, and their PCE/
TCE dechlorination can only extend to trans- and cis-
dichloroethenes (DCEs).18,19 Therefore, information remains
limited on cultures capable of dehalogenating mixtures of PCBs
and their frequently coexisting halogenated compounds (e.g.,
PBDEs and chloroethenes). Furthermore, the effect of the
coexistence of other halogenated compounds on PCBs
dechlorination is still unknown.
The aim of this work was to cultivate and characterize an

enrichment culture AD14 that could extensively dechlorinate
Aroclor 1260 and other multiple halogenated compounds; to
identify the dechlorinating bacteria by using 16S rRNA gene
based Illumina sequencing approach; to further enrich and
isolate the dechlorinators by using alternative chlorinated
compounds (e.g., chloroethenes).

■ MATERIALS AND METHODS
Chemicals. Unless otherwise stated, chemicals were

purchased from Sigma-Aldrich at the highest purity available.
All PCBs were purchased from AccuStandard (New Haven,
CT, U.S.). H2 was obtained from a hydrogen generator (NM-
H250, Schmidlin-DBS AG, Neuheim, Switzerland).
Microcosm Preparation, Culture Transferring and

Growth Conditions. The slurry used for preparing PCB
dechlorinating microcosms was sampled from an anaerobic
digester in a wastewater treatment plant in Gehua (Hubei
Province, P.R. China), in which concentrations of PCBs,
PBDEs, chlorophenols, chloroethenes, and chloroethanes were
under detection limit (<0.1 μM). The sample was acquired by
filling sterile 50-mL plastic Falcon tubes that were capped and
transported to the laboratory at an ambient temperature.
Microcosm setup was conducted in anaerobic chamber as
previously described.13,20 Briefly, 90 mL of bicarbonate-buffered
mineral salt medium amended with 10 mM of lactate was
dispensed into 160 mL serum bottles containing 10 mL of the
slurry. The bottles were sealed with black butyl rubber septa
(Geo-Microbial Technologies, Ochelata, OK, U.S.) and secured
with aluminum crimp caps. Then, a 60 μL of Aroclor 1260
(AccuStandard, New Haven, CT, U.S.) stock solution (50 mg
of total PCBs per mL) in GC grade isooctane was spiked into
the medium to a final concentration of 30 ppm (or 80.65 μM).
The microcosms were incubated stationary in the dark at 30
°C. PCB dechlorination activities were measured frequently
with a gas chromatograph equipped with an electron capture
detector (GC-ECD), as described in the following section.
Sediment-free cultures were obtained by six consecutive
supernatant transfers of the active microcosm to the same
fresh medium (5%, v/v) as described.20 Cultures amended with
two individual PCB congeners (i.e., 2345-245-CB and 234-245-
CB) were also prepared to determine their dechlorination
pathways in the sediment-free cultures. The sediment-free PCB
dechlorinating culture was used to inoculate (2%, v/v) four
subcultures amended with PCE (∼0.7 mM), 1,2-DCA (∼0.6
mM), 2,4,6-TCP (∼50 μM), and octa-BDE mixture (0.4 ppm,
dissolved in TCE), respectively. Cultures amended with all
these halogenated compounds (∼ 15 ppm or 40.32 μM Aroclor
1260, ∼0.1 mM PCE, ∼0.6 mM 1,2-DCA, ∼10 μM 2,4,6-TCP
and 0.1 ppm octa-BDE mixture) together were also prepared to
study their inhibition effects to PCB dechlorination and their

dechlorination priorities. After observing dehalogenation
activities in the four subcultures, enrichments through serial
transfers were conducted using the same halogenated
compound in the media amended with acetate (10 mM)/
hydrogen (5 × 104 Pa or 0.40 mM), a vitamin solution
consisting of 0.05 mg l−1 of vitamin B12, and 2% inocula of
respective subcultures to prevent the growth of fermentative
bacteria.13 Since Dehalococcoides resist the antibiotic ampicillin,
further enrichment was conducted by serial dilutions in 20 mL
vials filled with 10 mL of mineral salts medium spiked with
TCE (0.8 mM) or VC (0.4 mM), acetate (10 mM), hydrogen
(5 × 104 Pa or 0.40 mM), and ampicillin (50 ppm). Culture
purity was confirmed via DGGE, clone library and qPCR
analysis. After obtaining pure cultures, dechlorination time-
course studies were conducted in triplicate 160-mL serum
bottles containing 100 mL of mineral salts medium amended
with TCE (∼0.8 mM) or VC (∼0.4 mM), acetate (10 mM)/
hydrogen (5 × 104 Pa or 0.40 mM), a vitamin solution
consisting of 0.05 mg L−1 of vitamin B12, and 5% inocula. The
following compounds were tested on the new isolates as a sole
electron acceptor: chlorinated ethenes (DCE isomers and VC)
(0.2 mM); 1,2-DCA (0.2 mM), Aroclor1260 (30 ppm), octa-
BDE mixture (0.5 μM), or 2,4,6-TCP (50 μM). In addition, the
isolates were also tested for their ability to use the following
compounds (10 mM each): fumarate, malate, lactate, pyruvate,
glucose, glumate, sulfate, sulfite, nitrate, or nitrite. All
experiments were set up in triplicate. Duplicate abiotic controls
(without bacterial inocula) and non-PCB controls (without
PCBs injection) were also set up for each experiment.

Analytical Methods. Headspace samples of chloroethanes,
chloroethenes, and ethene were injected manually with a glass,
gastight, luer lock syringe (Hamilton, Reno, NV, U.S.) into a
gas chromatograph (GC) 6890N equipped with a flame
ionization detector (Agilent, Wilmington, DE, U.S.) and a
GS-GasPro column (30 m × 0.32 mm × 0.25 μm film
thickness; J&W Scientific, Folsom, CA, U.S.). PCBs, PBDEs,
and chlorophenols were extracted as described.21 Before
chlorophenols’ extraction, derivatization was conducted by
taking 1 mL of liquid sample and mixing with 5 mL of
potassium carbonate solution (5% w/v), acetylated with 200 uL
acetic anhydride. PCBs were measured with the same GC but
equipped with an electron capture detector (GC-ECD) and a
DB-5 capillary column (30 m × 0.32 mm × 0.25 μm film
thickness; J&W Scientific, Folsom, CA, U.S.) as described.22

The temperature program was initially held at 170 °C for 5
min, increased at 2.5 °C min−1 to 260 °C, and held for 10 min.
Injector and detector temperature were 250 and 300 °C,
respectively. Nitrogen was used as the carrier gas at a flow rate
of 1.2 mL min−1. Sample of one μL was injected into the GC
inlet in a splitless mode. The elution time of all 209 PCB
congeners was determined with PCB congener mixtures 1
through 9 from AccuStandard. The relative elution time of the
PCBs in these mixtures were published for the DB-5 column.23

PCBs were quantified by using a customized calibration
standard prepared from Aroclor 1260 plus 33 congeners that
are possible dechlorination products and intermediates.24

Additional congeners were quantified from standards prepared
from the AccuStandard PCB congener mixtures. Mole percent
value for each congener, total number of chlorines per biphenyl
and the PCB homologue distribution were calculated as
described.25 PBDEs were tested and quantified by gas
chromatograph/mass spectrometer (GC-MS) with a model of
GC 6890/MSD 5975 apparatus (Agilent, Wilmington, DE,
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U.S.) equipped with a Restek Rxi-5 ms column (15 m × 0.25
mm × 0.25 μm film thickness; Restek Corporation, Bellefonte,
PA, U.S.) as described.21 Chlorophenols (2,4,6-TCP, 2,4-DCP
and 4-CP) were analyzed on a GC-MS set in a selected ion
monitoring mode (QP 2010, Shimadzu Corporation, Japan)
and equipped with an HP-5 capillary column (30 m × 0.32 mm
× 0.25 μm film thickness; J&W Scientific, Folsom, CA, U.S.).
The oven temperature of the GC-MS was initially set at 40 °C,
increased at 15 °C min−1 to 200 °C, and held for 3 min. Helium
was used as the carrier gas, with a column flow of 1.92 mL
min−1. Derivatized sample of 1 μL was injected into the GC
inlet in a splitless mode with 250 °C injector temperature.
Chlorophenols were quantified by using customized calibration
standards at gradient concentrations from 5, 10, 20, 30, 40, 50,
to 60 μM.
DNA Extraction, PCR, Clone Library, And Sequencing.

Total genomic DNA was extracted from 1 mL of dehalogenat-
ing culture and the control according to the manufacturer’s
instructions (DNA extraction kits, QIAGEN, Hilden, Ger-
many) but with minor modifications.26 The concentration of
the nucleic acid was determined by a Nanodrop-1000
instrument (NanoDrop Technologies, Wilmington, DE, U.S.).
Amplifications of 16S rRNA gene and other gene sequences
were conducted with GoldTaq DNA polymerase (Applied
Biosystems, Foster City, CA, U.S.) by using a Mastercycler
(Eppendorf, Hamburg, Germany) under conditions previously
described.20 The primer sequences used in this study are shown
in Table S1 of the Supporting Information, SI. Clone libraries
were established by using TOPO-TA cloning kit (Invitrogen,
Carlsbad, CA, U.S.), and all further clone-based experiments
were carried out as previously described.26 Purified plasmids or
PCR products were sequenced and aligned by using MEGA4.27

Illumina High Throughput Sequencing Analysis of
16S rRNA Genes. To analyze the taxonomic composition of
the sediment-free PCB dechlorinating culture, the V9 region of
the 16S rRNA gene (from base 1392-1509, E.coli numbering)
was chosen for PCR amplification with the universal primer set
(targeting most of the archaeal 16S rRNA genes) containing a
barcode sequence (underlined) - 1392F (5′-ACAGCTCAG-
YACACACCGCCCGTC-3′) and 1492R (5′-GGYTACCTT-
GTTACGACTT-3′). Amplified PCR products were purified by
using QIAquick PCR purification kit (QIAGEN, GmbH,
Germany) according to the manufacturer’s instructions. Then
the PCR sample was mixed with other samples for subsequent
Illumina high throughput sequencing, of which sequences will
be differentiated based on barcode sequences of the forward
primers. Illumina (Highseq2000, Illumina, San Diego, CA,
U.S.) sequencing services were provided by BGI (Hongkong,
P.R. China). Raw sequencing reads were checked for their
quality through elimination of sequences that did not perfectly
match the proximal PCR primer and that with short sequencing
length (<70 nt). A total of 34 724 pair-end reads were obtained
for the PCB dechlorinating culture with an average read length
of 120 bp. Pair-end reads were joined to form longer composite
reads by using the SHERA software package.28 Sequence
alignments were conducted with each subset reads based on
NAST,29 and with other settings kept at their default values as
described.30 After NAST alignment, aligned subsets were
merged into one Microsoft Excel file, in which sequences
were clustered (based on 97% of sequence similarity) according
to template ID. Manual adjustments were performed to
improve the alignment and clustering whenever necessary.
Representative sequences for each cluster were identified

through RDP Classifier with 100% coverage and 95%
confidence threshold31 and BLAST analysis,32 which were
further utilized to construct phylogenetic tree by using MEGA
4.27

DGGE. PCR products amplified with the GC-clamped
primer sets were separated on an 8% polyacrylamide gel with
a gradient range of 30−60% (100% denaturant consisting of 7
M urea and 40% deionized formamide) in 0.5 × TAE buffer.
Gradient gels were cast with Bio-Rad’s Model 475 gradient
delivery system (Bio-Rad, Hercules, CA, U.S.) as described.33

The electrophoresis was performed for 15 h at a constant
electric current of 30 mA and a temperature of 60 °C with the
D-Code Mutation Detection System (Bio-Rad, Hercules, CA,
U.S.). Gel images of SYBR Gold (Invitrogen, Carlsbad, CA,
U.S.) staining DNA were taken by using a Molecular Imager
Gel Doc XR System (Bio-Rad, Hercules, CA, U.S.). Bands of
interest were excised and DNA fragments were extracted by
using the QIAEX II Gel Extraction Kit (QIAGEN, GmbH,
Germany). The captured DNAs were then PCR reamplified
and reanalyzed by DGGE to confirm that single bands were
obtained before sending the PCR reamplified products for
sequencing. Two step DGGE (2S-DGGE) was performed as
previously described,33 which was developed to obtain full-
length 16S rRNA gene sequences simultaneously from multiple
samples.33

qPCR. A TaqMan quantitative real-time PCR (qPCR) (ABI
7500 Fast real-time PCR system; ABI, Foster City, CA, U.S.)
assay was performed in triplicate for PCB dechlorinating
cultures by using Bacteria and Dehalococcoides 16S rRNA gene-
targeted and tceA/vcrA gene-targeted primers/probes, respec-
tively, as described previously.26 Dehalobacter species in these
cultures was quantified by targeting 16S rRNA genes using
SYBR green assays. The primer and probe sequences used in
this study were shown in Table S1 of the SI. A calibration curve
was obtained by using 10-fold serial dilutions of known plasmid
DNA concentrations. The standard curves spanned a range of
102 to 108 gene copies per μL of template DNA. Nuclease-free
water or plasmid without an insert was used as the negative
control.

Nucleotide Sequence Accession Numbers. The nucleo-
tide sequence data obtained in this study were submitted to the
Genbank with the following accession numbers: KC342960-
KC342971.

■ RESULTS
Reductive Dechlorination of Aroclor 1260. A sediment-

free culture, designed as culture AD14, was obtained after six
serial transfers (5% inocula, v/v) in the defined medium
amended with Aroclor 1260 (30 ppm or 80.65 μM) and lactate
(10 mM). Figure 1 showed the PCB congener distribution in
abiotic controls (without inocula) and in cultures AD14 after
120 days of incubation. The abiotic controls showed no obvious
difference from original Aroclor 1260. In culture AD14, major
hexa- through octa-CB congeners of Aroclor 1260 were
substantially dechlorinated to lower halogenated PCB con-
geners, of which the prominent dechlorination products were
penta- (i.e., 245-25-CB, 245-24-CB, 235-25-CB, and 236-24-
CB) and tetra-CB congeners (i.e., 25-25-CB, 24-25-CB, and 24-
24-CB). Four major hepta-CB congeners, accounting for 59.61
mol % of total hepta-CB congeners, experienced more than
50% decreases, i.e., 2345-245-CB (a 65.61% decrease), 2345-
236-CB (55.66%), 2345-234-CB (66.06%), and 2346-245-CB
(66.55%). Two most abundant hexa-CB congeners in Aroclor
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1260, 245-245-CB, and 234-245-CB, were significantly reduced
from 11.94 mol % to 5.10 mol % (a 57.29% decrease), and from
8.90 mol % to 4.24 mol % (a 52.36% decrease), respectively.
However, several other hexa-CB congeners (e.g., 235-245-CB
and 235-236-CB) were produced from reductive dechlorination
of higher chlorinated hepta-CB congeners (Figure S1 of the
SI). Thus, the overall hexa-CB congeners, accounting for half of
total PCBs in Aroclor 1260, were slightly decreased by 19.94%
(Table S2 of the SI).
On the basis of appearance/disappearance of PCB congeners

and their mass balance together with dechlorination of two
PCB congeners (i.e., 2345-245-CB and 234-245-CB), dechlori-
nation pathways were inferred for the dominant reductive
dechlorination in culture AD14 (Figure S1 of the SI).
Dechlorinators in culture AD14 primarily attacked flanked
para-chlorines from 2345- and 245-chlorophenyl rings, and
doubly flanked meta-chlorines from 2345- and 234-chlor-
ophenyl rings. The dechlorination pattern mainly matches PCB
dechlorination process H, which was first observed in situ both
in the Acushnet Estuary (New Bedford, MA) and in parts of the
Hudson River (New York).34,35

Microbial Community Structure in Culture AD14. To
obtain a clear insight into microorganisms involved in reductive
dechlorination of Aroclor 1260 in culture AD14, the whole
microbial community structure was deciphered based on
captured 34 724 pair-end Illumina sequences of the 16S
rRNA genes (Figure 2). After 120 days of incubation, 6 genera
of archaea and 15 genera of bacteria became dominant in the
enrichment culture (≥0.5% in relative abundance for each
genus). Among them, the high ratio of 16S rRNA gene
sequences (45.92% of total sequences) of methanogens (e.g.,
Methanosarcina, Methanoculleus, and Methanosaeta) explained
the abundant methane production (data not shown) in culture
AD14. Two known dechlorinators were identified to be present
in the sediment-free PCB dechlorinating culture, i.e.,
Dehalococcoides (2.12% of total sequences) and Dehalobacter

(2.16% of total sequences). Illumina high throughput
sequencing data ruled out the possibility that other known
reductively dechlorinating bacteria (e.g., o-17/DF-1-type
Chlorof lexi, Desulf itobacterium, Geobacter, Sulfurospirillum, and
Anaeromyxobacter) may be involved in dechlorination of
Aroclor 1260 in culture AD14. Members of a new bacterial
division, Acidobacterium (0.74% of total sequences), was also
present in culture AD14 as shown in Figure 2. The rest mainly
belonged to phyla of Firmicutes and Proteobacteria.

Reductive Dehalogenation of Other Halogenated
Organic Compounds. To determine whether other common
halogenated contaminants can be dehalogenated by culture
AD14, four subcultures were set up with culture AD14 as
inocula and with octa-BDE mixture (subculture AD14-PBDE),
PCE (subculture AD14-PCE), 1,2-DCA (subculture AD14-
DCA), and 2,4,6-TCP (subculture AD14-TCP), respectively, as
an electron acceptor. After incubating for 75 days, subculture
AD14-PBDE dechlorinated 24 and 173 nM of octa- and hepta-
BDEs in the octa-BDE mixture (with an initial concentration of
27.12 nM nona-BDE, 124.01 nM octa-BDEs, 490.07 nM hepta-
BDE, and 27.81 nM hexa-BDE) to the prominent tetra-BDEs
(167.74 nM) (Figure 3A), and it dechlorinated TCE (∼300
μM)used for dissolving octa-BDE mixture powder
completely to ethene (data not shown). In both subcultures
AD14-PCE and AD14-DCA, 675.4 μM PCE (Figure 3B) and
655.4 μM 1,2-DCA (Figure 3C) were completely dechlorinated
to nontoxic ethene after 50 days and 35 days of incubation,
respectively. Vinyl chloride (VC), the most toxic one among all
chloroethenes, was not accumulated in subculture AD14-PCE,
i.e., PCE was prominently dechlorinated to cis-DCE within the
first 30 days, and further dechlorinated to ethene following
another 20 days of incubation (Figure 3B). Subculture AD14-
TCP can completely dechlorinate 2,4,6-TCP to 4-CP via 2,4-
DCP within 10 days through removing ortho-chlorines (Figure
3D), and no further dechlorination to phenyl even after three
extended months of incubation.

Figure 1. (A) Congener distribution in the abiotic control and (B)
differences in congener distribution of Aroclor 1260 residues between
the control bottles and culture AD14 after 120 days of incubation.
Abiotic controls showed no changes from original Aroclor 1260. The
congeners with obvious changes in relative abundance were indicated.

Figure 2. Phylogenetic compositions of culture AD14 (after 120 days
of incubation with Aroclor 1260) obtained via Illumina high
throughput sequencing of 16S rRNA genes. The percentage of
bacteria/archaea from each genus was calculated, and only the genera
with ≥0.5% in relative abundance were shown. Known dechlorinators
presented in this enrichment culture were highlighted with bold font.
Phylogenetic analyses was conducted via neighbor-joining with
MEGA4.27.
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In cultures amended with mixtures of the five halogenated
compounds (i.e., 40.32 μM Aroclor 1260, 0.1 mM PCE, 0.6
mM 1,2-DCA, 10 μM 2,4,6-TCP, and 0.1 ppm octa-BDE
mixture), complete dechlorination of 2,4,6-TCP (to 4-CP), 1,2-
DCA (to ethene), and PCE (to ethene) were observed after
incubating 14, 35, and 56 days, respectively. Tetra-BDEs as
debromination products of octa-BDE mixture were detected on
day 35, and the concentration further increased to 57.24 nM on
day 56. For Aroclor 1260 dechlorination, similar PCB
dechlorination products were observed after 4 months of
incubation, which suggests no inhibition on PCB dechlorina-
tion even in the existence of other halogenated compounds
(e.g., PBDEs, PCE, 1,2-DCA, and 2,4,6-TCP) in culture AD14.
Enrichment and Characterization of Dechlorinators.

To enrich PCB dechlorinators present in culture AD14,
alternative electron acceptors (i.e., octa-BDE mixture, PCE,
1,2-DCA, and 2,4,6-TCP) were used in order to speed up the
process. After several serial transfers (11 times for subcultures
AD14-PBDE, AD14-PCE, and AD14-DCA, and 25 times for
subculture AD14-TCP), highly enriched subcultures were
obtained and their community DNAs were extracted for
subsequent DGGE analysis (Figure 4). Known dechlorinators
enriched from these four subcultures were Dehalococcoides
(present in subcultures AD14-PBDE, AD14-DCA, and AD14-
PCE) and Dehalobacter (bacterium Deb-AD14-TCP from
subculture AD14-TCP, and Deb-AD14-PCE from subculture
AD14-PCE), which was consistent with the Illumina
sequencing result of parent culture AD14.
Surprisingly, all Dehalococcoides mccartyi strains present in

subcultures AD14-PBDE, AD14-DCA, and AD14-PCE shared
identical 16S rRNA gene sequence over 520 bp (base 8-529, E.
coli numbering), which was further confirmed by DGGE

analysis with Dehalococcoides genus-specific primers 1FGC/
259R (Figure S2 of the SI). The nearly full-length 16S rRNA
gene sequences of these dechlorinators were obtained by using
2S-DGGE method.33

Bacterium Deb-AD14-TCP identified in subculture AD14-
TCP shared the highest 16S rRNA gene sequence identity
(99% over 1421 bp) with Dehalobacter clone FTH2
(AB294743) from a 4,5,6,7-tetrachlorophthalide dechlorinating

Figure 3. Dehalogenation of (A) octa-BDE mixture, (B) PCE, (C) 1,2-DCA, and (D) 2,4,6-TCP in AD14 subcultures.

Figure 4. DGGE analysis of amplified 16S rRNA gene sequences from
highly enriched subcultures and their controls (without halogenated
compound amendment). Bands possibly correlated with dehalogena-
tion activities were excised out for DNA extraction and subsequent
sequencing. Obtained sequences were blasted and are shown on the
left (known dechlorinators were highlighted with bold font).
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culture (Figure S3 of the SI).36 The closest relative of
bacterium Deb-AD14-PCE enriched from subculture AD14-
PCE was Dehalobacter sp. WL (DQ250129) by sharing 99%
sequence identity over 1423 bp.
Dehalococcoides enriched in subcultures AD14-PBDE, AD14-

PCE, and AD14-DCA share identical 16S rRNA gene
sequences over 1353 bp, which have only 1 bp difference
with that of their closest relative, Dehalococcoides mccartyi vs
(CP001827) (Figure S3 of the SI). To further characterize the
Dehalococcoides bacteria, PCR amplification with primers
specifically targeting known functional genes (i.e., pceA, tceA,
cbrA, vcrA, bvcA, and mbrA) was conducted, showing that only
tceA (bacterium AD14-1) and vcrA (bacterium AD14-2) genes
were present in these Dehalococcoides-containing subcultures
(data not shown).
Quantification of PCB Dechlorinators. To determine

whether dechlorinators enriched in these four subcultures still
maintained PCB-dechlorination capabilities, Aroclor 1260 was
amended to medium inoculated with subcultures pregrown on
octa-BDE mixture, PCE, 1,2-DCA, or 2,4,6-TCP. After 90 days
of incubation, only subculture AD14-PCE showed extensive
dechlorination activity on Aroclor 1260, in which dechlorina-
tion products were the same with those formed in its parent
culture AD14. Therefore, subculture AD14-PCE was reinocu-
lated to Aroclor1260-spiked medium with acetate as a carbon
source and H2 as an electron donor, together with control
bottles without Aroclor 1260 amendment, to quantify the
growth of dechlorinators coupled with PCB dechlorination. As
shown in Figure 5, both Dehalococcoides and Dehalobacter may

grow in PCBs-dechlorinating cultures. Compared with its
parent culture AD14 amended with lactate or subculture AD14-
PCE pregrown with PCE, the PCB dechlorination here had
longer lag phase (i.e., ∼90 days). Upon a decrease of average
chlorine number per biphenyl from 6.38 to 5.87 (or 41.13 μM
of total chlorine decrease, Figure S4 of the SI) after 210 days of
incubation, 16S rRNA gene copy numbers of Dehalococcoides
and Dehalobacter increased from 1.14 × 105 to 7.04 × 106

copies mL−1, and from 1.15 × 105 to 8.20 × 106 copies ml−1,
respectively (Figure 5). Dehalobacter have a longer lag phase in
growth, which might be due to lower bacterial activity or the
requirement of intermediate PCBs generated by Dehalococ-
coides. Correspondingly, tceA and vcrA gene copy numbers
increased from 5.40 × 104 to 2.73 × 106 copies mL−1, and from
5.82 × 104 to 3.23 × 106 copies mL−1, respectively, of which

total gene copies were roughly equal to 16S rRNA gene copy
numbers of Dehalococcoides. No growth of dechlorinators was
observed in control bottles without Aroclor 1260 amendment.

Isolation of Two Dehalococcoides mccartyi Strains. To
isolate tceA and vcrA gene-containing Dehalococcoides from
subculture AD14-PCE, TCE, and VC were amended to their
respective serial dilution bottles as sole electron acceptors.
Since both strains can dechlorinate cis-DCE to VC, the culture
of tceA gene-containing Dehalococcoides mccartyi strain AD14-1
was transferred to the next serial dilution bottles once observing
25−50% TCE being dechlorinated to cis-DCE. In following
dilution series, TCE and VC dechlorination activities can be
repeatedly observed in 10−7 TCE- and 10−6 VC-fed dilution
vials, respectively. After 8 serial dilutions, uniform morphology
of coccoid-shape bacteria through microscopy observation
suggested that only Dehalococcoides mccartyi strains existed in
these two dilution series (data not shown), which was verified
by DGGE analysis (Figure S5A of the SI). Although similar to
strain AD14-1 and strain AD14-2 sharing identical 16S rRNA
gene sequences, Dehalococcoides mccartyi strain GT and strain
CBDB1 can be differentiated by their adk and atpD genes
(Figure S6 of the SI). Therefore, strain AD14-1 and strain
AD14-2 were further distinguished by multilocus sequence
typing (MLST) approach targeting these two housekeeping
genes, which was developed specifically for unambiguous
characterization of bacterial isolates.37 Interestingly, the
sequences of adk and atpD genes in strains AD14-1 and
AD14-2 shared 100% sequence identities (over 464 bp for adk
and 1201 bp for atpD). In addition, specific gene-targeted PCR
showed culture AD14-1 (fed with TCE) and culture AD14-2
(fed with VC) possessing tceA and vcrA gene, respectively
(Figure S5B of the SI). On the basis of the fact that common
reductive dehalogenase (RDase) genes (e.g., tceA, vcrA, and
bvcA) are single copy genes in the Dehalococcoides
genomes,38−41 RDase genes together with 16S rRNA genes
can be monitored by qPCR to confirm the culture purity. This
has been perfectly demonstrated in isolation of Dehalococcoides
mccartyi strain GT.41 To further corroborate the culture purity,
qPCR analysis using universal and Dehalococcoides 16S rRNA
gene- and RDase (i.e., tceA and vcrA) gene-targeted primers was
performed in this study (Figure S7 of the SI). The total
bacterial cell numbers in TCE- or VC-fed cultures almost
equaled to the total Dehalococcoides cell numbers and tceA/vcrA
gene copies, suggesting the purity of the cultures. The
microscope observation, DGGE analysis, MLST result, and
both the qualitative and quantitative PCR data all together
verified the culture purity of strain AD14-1 and strain AD14-2.
Kinetic studies showed that strain AD14-1 can dechlorinate

TCE (80.30 ± 3.28 umol/bottle) to VC (46.36 ± 1.33 umol/
bottle) and ethene (32.83 ± 0.73 umol/bottle) within 30 days
(Figure S8A of the SI), and strain AD14−2 dechlorinate VC
completely to ethene after 20 day’s incubation (Figure S8B of
the SI). Strain AD14-1 and strain AD14-2 have distinct
substrate range, as summarized in Table S3 of the SI. Among
the potential electron acceptors tested, TCE, 1,2-DCA and
octa-BDE mixture can be extensively dehalogenated by strain
AD14-1, and DCEs, 1,2-DCA and 2,4,6-TCP can be
dechlorinated by strain AD14−2. No Aroclor 1260 dechlori-
nation activity was observed in either pure culture after 12
months of incubation, suggesting that these two isolates either
incapable of dechlorinating PCBs or capable of dechlorinating
PCBs but depending upon the presence of other beneficial
bacteria. Neither of the two isolates showed fermentation

Figure 5. Growth of Dehalococcoides and Dehalobacter in culture AD14
and in its control bottles without PCBs amendment.
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capability on fumarate, malate, lactate, pyruvate, glucose,
glumate, or used sulfate, sulfite, nitrate, or nitrite as an electron
acceptor. Therefore, similar with other Dehalococcoides mccartyi
strains, strain AD14-1 and AD14-2 requires hydrogen as an
electron donor and acetate as a carbon source.

■ DISCUSSION
In this study, an enrichment culture AD14 was successfully
established for extensive dehalogenation of Aroclor 1260 and
the common coexisting halogenated compounds, e.g., PBDEs,
PCE, 1,2-DCA, and 2,4,6-TCP. Although PBDEs were widely
detected as cocontaminants at PCB contaminated sites,4−6 no
culture has been reported to dehalogenate both PCB and
PBDE mixtures. PCB dechlorinators in culture AD14 are
capable of extensively dehalogenating multiple compounds that
are common contaminants in groundwater and sediments, e.g.,
PBDEs, 2,4,6-TCP, PCE, and 1,2-DCA. PCB dechlorination
was not inhibited by the existence of above cocontaminated
halogenated compounds because dechlorinators in culture
AD14 could detoxify them more rapidly than could PCBs.
Therefore, culture AD14 can be a special culture for cleaning
up sites cocontaminated by PCB mixtures and other
halogenated compounds (e.g., PBDEs and chloroethenes).
Both Dehalococcoides and Dehalobacter were identified in

culture AD14 to be responsible for PCB dechlorination with
evidence provided by both Illumina high-throughput sequenc-
ing and qPCR. The PCB dechlorinators identified in early
studies were all placed within Chlorof lexi phylum, i.e.,
Dehalococcoides10,42 and o-17/DF-1 like bacteria.10,12,43 The
taxonomic identification of these PCB dechlorinators were
usually conducted by DGGE10,12,43 or PCR amplification with
genus-specific primers.42 Both methods have their own
limitations in charactering PCB dechlorinating bacteria which
are normally present as minor populations, e.g., DGGE can
hardly discriminate bacteria with relative abundance less than
1% of total microbial community.44 Compared with DGGE
analysis, genus-specific PCR amplification is a faster and more
sensitive way to identify PCB dechlorinators, especially when
those bacteria exist as minor populations. However, this
method may cause false negative results due to primer
mismatch or limited primer coverage. Previous studies have
shown that short reads from Illumina sequencing suffice for
accurate microbial community analysis.45 In this study,
combination of Illumina high throughput sequencing, 2S-
DGGE and qPCR analysis has been employed to pinpoint the
PCB dechlorinating bacteria, an effective and comprehensive
way to study microbial community structures.
Thus far, only two pure cultures (i.e., Dehalobium sp. DF-1

and Dehalococcoides mccartyi strain CBDB1) showed dechlori-
nation activities on PCB mixtures, which were isolated on
2345-CB14 and trichlorobenezes,8 respectively. Isolation of
PCB dechlorinators directly from Aroclor 1260-dechlorinating
cultures is challenging due to their long lag phase and low
growth rates on PCB mixtures.46 Previous studies have shown
that single dechlorinating bacteria can possess multiple RDase
genes in single genomes,38,40 and thus the same isolate may
grow on various substrates.11,18,40 Therefore, all of those
observations suggest that PCB dechlorinators may be isolated
by using alternative halogenated compounds. In this study,
Dehalococcoides mccartyi strain AD14-1 and strain AD14-2 were
isolated by using TCE or VC as an alternative electron acceptor
rather than using PCBs. The two strains share identical 16S
rRNA, adk, and atpD genes. However, both strains could not

dechlorinate congeners in Aroclor1260 in defined medium
amended with acetate and H2 after 12 months of incubation.
This might be attributed to the loss of the PCB dechlorinators
or the functional reductive dehalogenase genes for PCB
dechlorination during the isolation process, or PCB dechlori-
nation requiring the cooperation of both Dehalobacter and
Dehalococcoides. Another reason might be because the isolates
require the existence of other beneficial bacteria to supply
nutrients and cofactors. A similar phenomenon was observed in
DF-1 pure culture, of which PCB dechlorination depended on
the presence of cocultured Desulfovibrio species or its cell
extract.14 Whether strain AD14-1 or AD14-2 is able to
dechlorinate PCBs still warrants future studies. However,
isolation of both strains in this study may shed light on future
cultivation of other PCB dechlorinators.
In conclusion, an enrichment culture AD14 was developed to

dehalogenate PCBs and other halogenated compounds (i.e.,
PBDEs, PCE, 1,2-DCA, and 2,4,6-TCP). The Dehalobacter
species was confirmed to grow in a PCBs-dechlorinating
culture. In addition, two Dehalococcoides mccartyi strains with
identical 16S rRNA gene sequences were isolated to be able to
dechlorinate TCE and VC.
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Yeh, Alice

From: Conserve <jonathan@jaffecom.com>

Sent: Friday, August 01, 2014 5:17 PM

To: Region2 PassaicLower8MileComments

Cc: jonathan@jaffecom.com

Subject: Help Save the Lower Passaic  - Email to EPA

Ms. Alice Yeh 

Remedial Project Manager, EPA 

290 Broadway, 19th floor 

New York, NY 10007-1866 

Dear Ms. Yeh, 

The EPA should more seriously review and consider other alternatives to its proposed 4.3 million cubic yard 

“bank to bank” dredge, such as a targeted “Sustainable Remedy” that would clean the entire River faster, with 

results comparable to those promised by the EPA’s bank-to-bank proposal and with reduced impact on the host 

communities. 

Thank you. 

Ryan Stalgaitis 

rstalgai@gmail.com 

 

Springfield 

NJ 

07081 
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Yeh, Alice

From: Conserve <jonathan@jaffecom.com>

Sent: Monday, August 04, 2014 7:34 PM

To: Region2 PassaicLower8MileComments

Cc: jonathan@jaffecom.com

Subject: Help Save the Lower Passaic  - Email to EPA

Ms. Alice Yeh 

Remedial Project Manager, EPA 

290 Broadway, 19th floor 

New York, NY 10007-1866 

Dear Ms. Yeh, 

The EPA should more seriously review and consider other alternatives to its proposed 4.3 million cubic yard 

“bank to bank” dredge, such as a targeted “Sustainable Remedy” that would clean the entire River faster, with 

results comparable to those promised by the EPA’s bank-to-bank proposal and with reduced impact on the host 

communities. 

Thank you. 

Matthew Stanton 

mattjstanton66@gmail.com 

15 Drake Road 

Mendham 

NJ 

07945 
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Yeh, Alice

From: Conserve <jonathan@jaffecom.com>

Sent: Tuesday, August 05, 2014 6:48 AM

To: Region2 PassaicLower8MileComments

Cc: jonathan@jaffecom.com

Subject: Help Save the Lower Passaic  - Email to EPA

Ms. Alice Yeh 

Remedial Project Manager, EPA 

290 Broadway, 19th floor 

New York, NY 10007-1866 

Dear Ms. Yeh, 

The EPA should more seriously review and consider other alternatives to its proposed 4.3 million cubic yard 

“bank to bank” dredge, such as a targeted “Sustainable Remedy” that would clean the entire River faster, with 

results comparable to those promised by the EPA’s bank-to-bank proposal and with reduced impact on the host 

communities. 

Thank you. 

Carrie Steinhoff 

csteinhoff@gmail.com 

17 Meredith Court 

Monmouth Beach 

NJ 

07550 

9738182325 
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Yeh, Alice

From: Eric A. Stern <dconman@comcast.net>

Sent: Thursday, August 14, 2014 10:43 AM

To: Yeh, Alice

Subject: Passaic BFM

Attachments: Technical-Brochure-BallastedFilterMattressCPSenglish.pdf; 

BFMProductInstallationGuide_draft_2.pdf; BFMTechincalDatasheet_062411.pdf; 

eabedstabilisationandothercoastalengineeringapplications.pdf; VeneziaMoseeng.pdf

Hi Alice -   

In keeping with the spirit that I have embodied over my career in innovation related to 
sediments/technology I'd like to bring to your attention and interest a possible enhancement approach 
to the challenge of capping sediments in the Passaic in high transport regimes as well as coupling it 
with navigational dredging and side slope stability.  Besides the Passaic, the application here could 
be of value to the Gowanus where you have ebullition exchange and really need a good stable 
demarcation between the DNAPL layer of soft sediment and what you are trying to protect.....  

Reactive Core Mats, geotextiles, armoring with sand and rocks as you know need to be "babysitted" 
for perpetuity. I've said this to ERRD for most of my career....  I have seen RCMs over time get frayed 
(recently in Bergen Harbor, Norway) and certainly in other places have worked well like in 
Duluth.  High energy environments are tough and keeping armoring in place is equally tough unless 
you start putting out boulders and then raising the height of the sedbed and flooding and you know 
the rest... Also you need to get a sense that the PAC, amendments that you have put in place are 
really doing what it's supposed to be doing - hard to monitor and core what's going on below unless 
you do have a fix for that - and maybe LB does? 

From my sediment Italy days at USEPA (Port of Venice) I was intrigued by the Ballasted Filtering 
Mattress that were developed by Maccaferri.  Maccaferri is based in Bologna, Italy but has several 
offices in the US (US HQ in MD).  They develop and engineer coastal protection solutions/products – 
i.e. geotubes (breakwaters, reefs, groins), protection and anchorage for offshore pipelines and cables 
and ballasted filtering mattresses. As mentioned Maccaferri was involved in the Venice MOSE 
flood protection mobile gates and implemented the “ballasted mattress” both in the sea and back 
barrier lagoon for anti-scouring protection of the mobile gates.  The mattress has a non-woven 
geotextile bottom – central body  consisting of a polypropylene geomat strengthened w/ 2x twist wire 
mesh and a ballasting central body with crushed stone. Non-woven geotextile is the upper 
layer.  These mats are rolled out on the ocean floor and heavy boulders are placed on top of these 
mats to ensure sediment bedform stability and to minimize erosion (Venice MOSE).  It keeps the 
overlying weight of engineered structures from sinking into the sedbed. 

The concept here is to utilize a BFM with an amendment that is incorporated into the BFM structure 
for capping adsorption and sedbed stability (stays in place).  It would also be beneficial in anchoring 
the side slopes of the "navigation channel" to minimize contaminant "sloughing" into the 
channel.  Also it would help in shoreline stability since the FFS is proposing "bank to bank" dredging. 
I've thought of adding "portals" into the BFM that allows for sediment coring through the BFM to see if 
there is activity occurring depending on what amendment you would be using (i.e. AquaBlok 
etc..).  Below are links to Maccaferri.  Maccaferri works closely with Alpine Ocean in Norwood, NJ 
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who performs coastal work for the USACE and knows the installation process - of course it's not that 
complicated in the sense that you will see from the video/technical info. that it's "rolled out".  

http://www.maccaferri-usa.com/products/15054-1.html 

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=LnbRF4S0jdI 

Again Alice, the interest in the BFM could be for a high energy environment such as the Passaic, 
shallow capping and side slope stability such as for Pompton Lake, NJ and certainly for the Gowanus 
Canal where you really need some ballasted conditions because of the DNAPL where contamination 
is found to nearly 10m.  A ballasted mat could be placed at the dredging cut interface.   

From the business side I do have a working/agreement relationship with Maccaferri in assisting them 
in developing this application for sediments.  When you have a moment (sure right?) that you can 
take a look at the information perhaps we can chat about it or Maccaferri and I can come in to 290 to 
have a dialog.  Otherwise I hope your summer is going well.  I've seen you more at the Passaic 
meetings than I have seen you at USEPA  ; ) 

Cheers 

Eric 
 
Eric A. Stern 
Principal - Integrated Sediment Management 

Environmental Adaptive Strategies, LLC 
+ 201.247.3281  

dconman@comcast.net  
https://www.linkedin.com/in/eastern  

Right-click here to download pictures.  To help protect your privacy, Outlook prevented automatic download of this picture from the Internet.

 
� Please consider the environment before printing this email. 

 



TECHNICAL DATA SHEET
Rev: 01, Issue Date 06.24.2011

BALLASTED FILTERING MATTRESS 
PRODUCT DESCRIPTION
Maccaferri Ballasted Filtering Mattress (BFM) is a pre-fabricated 
composite marine mattress system used to provide durability and 
reduce costs for construction applications in and around water.  
Maccaferri BFM (fig. 1) is composed of the following: 

Filtration Geomat Composite•	
Filtering Bottom Geotextile•	
Three -Dimensional Polypropylene Geomat Mesh•	
Metallic Wire Mesh Reinforcement•	

Natural Stone Ballast Material•	
Filtering Top Closure Geotextile.•	

The BFM system is typically specified for the construction of 
submerged foundations for breakwaters, groins, jetties, dunes or 
dikes.  Prefabricated per project specifications (filter design), easily 
shipped and delivered, installation friendly, extremely adaptable in 
irregular subgrade surfaces or soft subgrade soils; they simplify 
construction while providing for increased support over bottom soils 
prone to settlement and/or scour. 

FILTRATION GEOMAT COMPOSITE (FGC)
Fabrication of the FGC includes a Bottom Filter Geotextile, Three-
Dimensional Geomat and Metallic Wire Mesh Reinforcement.  The 
Geomat is joined during production with both the Metallic Wire 
Mesh and Filtering Bottom Geotextile.

Filtering Bottom Geotextile•	  – 100% polypropylene, spun-
bound, thermal bound, high tenacity, white (color),  non-woven 
geotextile.  The geotextile is UV stabilized, inert to biological 
degradation and resists naturally encountered chemicals, alkalis 
and acids.  Geotextile conforms to properties listed in Table 1.

Three-Dimensional Geomat Mesh•	  – Three-dimensional 
geomat composed of 100% polypropylene, extruded mono-
threads.  Three-Dimensional Geomat Mesh conforms to properties listed in 
Table 1.

Metallic Wire Mesh Reinforcement•	  – Double torsion (twist), 
hexagonal 6x8 wire mesh, with Galfan coating (optional) and 
covered with PVC for protection.  Metallic Wire Mesh Reinforcement 
conforms to properties listed in Table 1.

FILTERING TOP CLOSURE GEOTEXTILE 
Nonwoven geotextile composed of 100% polypropylene staple 
fibers which are needle-punched to form a stable network for 
dimensional stability.  The geotextile is white (color), UV stabilized, 
inert to biological degradation and resists naturally encountered 
chemicals, alkalis and acids.  Site specific geotextiles (example: 
woven monofilaments) can be designed and specified to provide 
site specific filtration and/or durability performance.  Geotextile conforms 
to properties listed in Table 1.

BALLASTING MATERIAL
The ballasting material is composed of a clean aggregate (fig. 2) 
with stones ranging in size between 3/16 - 5/16 inches (4 - 8 mm).

QUILTING
The connection between the BFM components (Closure geotextile 
to the ballast filled FGC and Lifting Straps) is provided by HDPE 
profiles (trapezoidal section strips) placed transversely across the 
BFM every 13 inches (33 cm) on the bottom side of the mattress 
and then screwed together from the top side of the mattress using 
screws and washers.

OVERLAP SIDE BAND
The side band is approximately 18 inches (45.7 cm) wide and con-
tinues down one complete length (right or left side) and one end 
(leading or trailing) of the mattress.  The geotextile used for the Side 
Band is the same as used for the Top Closure Geotextile.  Geotextile 
conforms to properties listed in Table 1.

LIFTING LOOPS
Two high strength lifting straps are strategically placed, beneath the 
entire length of the BFM in order to receive the lifting frame that al-
lows for safe and proper lifting and placement of the BFM.

BFM DIMENSIONS AND WEIGHTS (Nominal)
Width x Length  6.5 ft. x 16 ft. (2 m x 5 m)  
Thickness   2 in. (5 cm)
Unit Weight  10.24 lbs/ft2 (50 kg/m2)

Table 1

PROPERTY MASS/UNIT WEIGHT STRENGTH PORE SIzE PERMEABILITY

Testing Standard EN-965 
(Nominal)

EN-10319
(Nominal)

EN-12596
(Nominal)

EN-11058
(Nominal)

Units oz/yd2 (g/m2) lb/ft (kN/m) µm (m/sec)

Filtration Geomat Composite

Bottom Geotextile 10.3 (350) 12.4 (26) (60) 0.001

3-D Geomat Mesh 19.2 (650) 0.5 (1) * *

Metallic Wire Mesh Reinforcement 44 (1490) 2300 (33.6)a * *

PROPERTY MASS/UNIT WEIGHT GRAB TENSILE AOS PERMITTIVITY

Testing Standard ASTM D 5261
MARV

ASTM D 4632
MARV

ASTM D 4751
MARV

ASTM D 4491
MARV

Units oz/yd2 (g/m2) lb/ft (kN/m) U.S. Sieve (mm) sec-1

Top Closure Geotextile 8 (271) 205 (0.91) 80 (0.18) 1.4

(a) = Double Twist (DT) Mesh Strength in accordance to ASTM 975-97
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Figure 1 Figure 2

TOP CLOSURE GEOTEXTILE 

FILTERING BOTTOM GEOTEXTILE

TRAPEZOIDAL HDPE PROFILE OVERLAP SIDE BAND

TOLERANCE
OVERLAP > 15.5 in. (39.4 cm)< 2.5 in. (6.4 cm)

18 in. (45.7 cm)

Figure 3

GRAVEL FILL 

POLYPROPYLENE GEOMAT
EXTRUDED ON A DOUBLE 
TWIST METALLIC WIRE 
MESH REINFORCEMENT

1.6 in. (4 cm)METALLIC SCREW

2 i
n. 

(5 
cm

) 

13 in. (33 cm)

TOP CLOSURE GEOTEXTILE 

WASHER 3 in. (7.6 cm) 

TRAPEZOIDAL HDPE PROFILE

FILTERING BOTTOM GEOTEXTILE

Figure 4



PRODUCT INSTALLATION GUIDE
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BALLASTED FILTERING MATTRESS 

Introduction

Coastal area construction has always been problematic 
concerning the many challenges that are present at each 
and every project site. The Maccaferri Ballasted Filtering 
Mattress (BFM) provides both the engineer and contractor 
with a tool to enhance design and construction concerns 
with a durable, cost-effective solution for applications in and 
around water. 

The Maccaferri BFM provides solutions for the following 
applications:

Foundations for breakwaters, groins, geo-containment •	
tubes, etc.

High strength fills built in submerged or emergent •	
conditions.

Embankments, causeways, levees, dikes, and bridge •	
approach projects.

Ballast/protection cover for submerged utility pipelines •	
and cables.

Maccaferri BFM is produced utilizing high strength reinforced 
mesh, geotextile material and granular fill materials that 
creates a flexible, highly resilient mattress that comes to 
the site ready to install. (Figure 1) These performance 
characteristics provide for a system that will conform to 
uniform or irregular grade contours with ease while providing 
for a cost efficient installation deployment. Maccaferri BFM 
can substantially increase design performance for the 
engineer while providing for cost saving procurement and 
installation for the owner and contractor.

Required Tools

The Maccaferri BFM system comes to the project ready 
to install with BFM lifting frame. (Available upon request.) 
(Figure 3) This advantage allows the contractor to focus 
solely on the lifting and placement of the mattress.

Marine/Filter Mattresses

The Maccaferri BFM is designed for demanding conditions 
associated with challenging underwater installations 
including deep water and strong currents where the mattress 
serves as a revetment foundation and geotextile filter in a 
single unit; and for erosion control armoring and submerged/
emergent foundation projects.

Lifting and Handling of Mattresses

The mattresses will arrive at the project or materials yard 1. 
on flatbed trucks.

18 in. (45.7 cm)

6.5 ft. Nom. (2 m)

17.5 ft. (5.3 m)

18 in. (45.7 cm) 16 ft. Nom. (5 m)

Figure 2: Maccaferri BFM Dimensions

21 ft. (6.4 m)

3.5 ft.
(1 m)

6 in.
(15.2 cm)

Figure 3: BFM Lifting Frame

Figure 1: Maccaferri Ballasted Filtering Mattress (BFM)
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A Maccaferri designed lifting frame is available upon 2. 
request to aid in the unloading and placing of the BFM.

Attach lifting frame to lifting equipment and mattress to 3. 
lifting frame. The mattresses come with attached lifting 
straps for easy attachment to the lifting frame. Lift a 
single mattress from the top of the stack on the flatbed 
truck and place on jobsite or storage area. (Figure 3)

The contractor is responsible for providing adequate 4. 
lifting equipment and to use safe procedures in the lifting, 
handling and placement of the mattresses. Personnel 
must maintain a safe distance from the mats, rigging 
and equipment at all times during lifting. Personnel 
should never be in the area beneath a mattress during 
lifting. Tag lines should be used to assist in the guidance 
and positioning of the mattresses during lifting and 
placement.

Mattresses should not be left hanging in the lifting 5. 
position for an extended period of time.

Placing of Mattresses

The mattresses shall be placed (typically on a prepared 1. 
subgrade) as shown in the contract documents or as 
directed by the engineer.

When joining adjacent mattresses, utilize the attached 2. 
overlap geotextile panels as a base for the next adjoining 
mattress. (Figure 4)

For steep sloping installations; soil anchors can be used 3. 
to anchor the mattresses. Soil anchors can be installed 
directly through the mattress as directed shown in the 
contract drawings or as directed by the engineer. 

Stacking for Stockpiling or Shipping

When stacking mattresses for stockpiling or shipping, the 
stockpile should not exceed a stable height, approximately 
5 feet (1.5 meters) – or a safe stacking height as determined 
by the contractor. For shipping, loads must be secured to 
prevent sliding or tipping of the stack or individual mattresses.  
(Figure 5)

2.5 in. (6.4 cm) Max. 
Tolerance Spacing

18 in.
(45.7 cm)

Figure 4: Maccaferri BFM Layout 

Figure 5: Stacked BFM Mattresses
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THE USE OF A SPECIAL BALLASTED 

GEOCOMPOSITE FILTER FOR SEABED 

STABILISATION AND OTHER COASTAL 

ENGINEERING APPLICATIONS 

Your Logo – only on 

1st and last slide  

Your Logo – only on 

1st and last slide  



The lagoon is contended 
between the land and the sea. 
It is a mutable ecosystem. 
Interchange of typical and 
variable environments take 
place from the land to the sea 

The Venice problem 



The Venice problem 

In 1966 the greatest event never 
recorded:  

 

+1.94 m  

 



PROTECTION WORKS IN PROGRESS AT THE 3 LAGOON INLETS 

The MOSE project 



The floodgates at rest are 
"folded-away" into their 
housings buried at the 
bottom of the lagoon 
inlets.  
 
The housing consists of 
prefabricated concrete 
caissons which are dug 
into the lagoon bed so 
that they do not appear 
above the floor of the 
bed.  

MOBILE FLOOD BARRIERS 

The MOSE project 



MATTRESS 
MATTRESS 

LAGOON 
SEA 

GATES 

STONES 

SEABED CAISSONS 

The MOSE project 

MOBILE FLOOD BARRIERS WITH SEABED PROTECTION 



Original protection system 

Rock 500-2000 kg 
 

Rock 10-60 kg 
 

Granular filtering mattress 
 

Foundation soil 

~ 2.0 m 

~ 0.5 m 

The Venetian BFM 



Alternative protection system proposed by Maccaferri 

Geosynthetic filter 
mattress  

The Venetian BFM 



The total weight of the mattress in air is approx. 50 

kg/m2, (submerged weight > 25 kg/m2) 

The filter mattresses are 11.20 m wide and their 

length is 150/200 m depending upon the inlet zone 

to be protected. 

CROSS SECTION OF THE FILTER MATTRESS 
4

0
 
m

m

BOTTOM 

DOUBLE TWIST WIRE MESH

BALLASTING GRAVEL 4-8 mm

330 mm

HDPE WASHER

HDPE PROFILES

STEEL SCREWS

PP GEOTEXTILE 350 g/m2

PP GEOTEXTILE (150 g/m2)

UPPER

PP GEOMAT

The Venetian BFM 



LAGOON 

SEA 

INSTALLATION EXAMPLE: LIDO INLET 

The Venetian BFM 



The filter mattress has been designed to comply with the following main 
requirements: 

 
 
1. Filter properties 

 

2. Resistance to uplift and drag forces 

 

3. Resistance to impact 

 

4. Resistance to installation forces 

 
 

DESIGN REQUIREMENTS OF THE FILTER MATTRESS 

The Venetian BFM: design properties 



In order to verify the mechanical and hydraulic characteristics of the filter mattress, a series of laboratory and 
in-situ tests has been carried out, both on the single components and the whole mattress, covering the 
following aspects:  
- hydraulic properties before and after different energy impact tests carried on two different soil types (silt and 
sand);  
- tensile properties (MD, CMD) before and after different energy impact tests; 
- lifting tests on assembled units, to verify the resistance of both longitudinal and transversal joints. 

Mass 
per 

unit area 

MD tensile 
strength 

Permeability Pore 
size 

EN ISO 
9864 

EN ISO 
10319 

(*)
 

EN ISO 
11058 

EN ISO 
12956 

 
 

Layer 

g/m
2
 kN/m m/s m 

A 350 26.5 1.2 x 10
-3

 59.5 

B 650   1.8 n.r. n.r. 

C 1490 36.2 
 

n.r. n.r. 

D 150 10.3 1.8 x 10
-3

 76.5 

 

Main characteristics of the BFM components, as measured in the laboratory tests. 

 n.r.: not relevant  

  (*) for the wire mesh a specific methodology has been used  

1  Filter properties 

Submerged weight 
BFM samples 0.8 x 0.8 m have 
been weighed by immersing 
them in a water tank, to check 
their actual submerged weight, 
obtaining 28 kg/m2 and 48 
kg/m2 respectively for the 
submerged and the dry 
conditions. 

The Venetian BFM: design properties 



 
To the base it is necessary  a filter which guarantees the maximum safety it means 
a constant contact between the filter and the sea bottom before and during 
the blocks placement. 
A basal filter could have this behaviour: 

flapping 
and 

movement 

To avoid this behaviour and to guarantee a perfect contact before the rocks 
laying, an appropriate ballasted filter was chosen as the best solution. 

2  Resistance to uplift and drag forces 

The Venetian BFM: design properties 



3  Resistance to impact: FIELD TESTS 

The Venetian BFM: design properties 



4 Resistance to installation forces 

To verify both the resistance of the 
reinforcement and the stability of the 
ballasting gravel within the mattress 
when placed vertically, a 10x2 m sample  
has been completely lifted and subjected 
to shaking movements.  

The Venetian BFM: design properties 



Manufacturing of the Venetian BFM 



Manufacturing of the Venetian BFM 



The first units have been installed in May 2006 by means of the 
special pontoon and the installation works on the total surface of 
600˙000 m2 will continue up to 2010 with an average installation of 
1,500 m2 per working day. 

Installation of the Venetian BFM 



The pontoon was specifically designed to put the filtering mattress at a 
water depth up to 15 m 

1 2 

3 

5 6 

4 

Installation of the Venetian BFM 



The experience of the Venice project has suggested the use of the BFM as an 
effective solution for the protection and stabilization of breakwaters foundations 
or the retaining of the nourishment material behind a breakwater.  

New applications of the BFM 

BFM

BFM



Works area 

The BFM in breakwater construction 

LOCALISATION OF SANT’ALESSIO SICULO 



The BFM in breakwater construction 

Following the heavy 2003 storms and a general reduction of beach 

width of approximately 70 m, the attraction of tourists and in some 

situations even the stability of building structures adjacent to the 

beach, has been adversely affected.  

THE PROBLEM: EROSION OF THE SHORELINE 
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DESIGN SOLUTION: SUBMERGED BREAKWATER 



The BFM in breakwater construction 
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The original breakwater design ensured the highest capacity of retention 
of the nourishment material, without affecting the permeability 
requirements of a graded rockfill  

ORIGINAL SOLUTION: GRANULAR FILTER 



The BFM in breakwater construction 

ADOPTED SOLUTION: BFM FILTERING LAYER 
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BFM units of 6x2.6 m have been inserted in the breakwater cross-section 
above the 50 – 1000 kg stone layer.  



The BFM units are 6x2.6 m, including a 0.6 m of geotextile 
side band for the overlapping 

The BFM in breakwater construction 

MANUFACTURING OF THE BFM UNITS 
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The installation is made by means of a pontoon on which the 
mattresses are stockpiled and then placed under water in position 
on the breakwater by utilising a simple frame, which lifts the BFM 
units on 4 polyester loops placed along the short sides  

The BFM in breakwater construction 

INSTALLATION OF THE BFM UNITS 



CONCLUSIONS 

• The BFM experience on the Venice project, where 400,000 m2 have 
been installed to date and a further 200,000 m2 are scheduled during 
2010, has shown the very good performances of the filtering mattress. 
 
• An innovative application of the BFM is their use to assure retention 
of the beach nourishment material behind a submerged rockfill 
breakwater.  
 
•Their rapid and proper installation is made possible by using 
traditional techniques and devices normally associated with maritime 
works of this nature. 



Thank you for your 

attention. Any questions?  

M. Scotto, CEng. 
Officine Maccaferri SpA  

Italy 

M. Vicari, CEng. 
Officine Maccaferri SpA  

Italy 

Your Logo – only on 

1st and last slide  

Your Logo – only on 

1st and last slide  



TECHNICAL  BROCHURE 
Rev: 00, Issue Date: May 2006 

BALLASTED FILTER MATTRESS  
 

 

INTRODUCTION   
To assure the complete defense from the “acqua alta” (high wa-
ter) of all the inhabited centers in the lagoon of Venezia, a solu-
tion based on the provisional closing of all the three mouths of 
the lagoon through a line   
of mobile anti-flood barriers has resulted to be the only one 
which answers completely to the objectives. 
This will be achieved with the MO.S.E. project (Modulo Speri-
mentale Elettromeccanico-Experimental electromechanical 
modulus). The situation before and after the realization of the 
works is shown in fig. 1 and 2. The mobile anti-flood barriers, 
composed by gates hinged at the base of the entry channel (fig. 
3 and 4) are, in conditions of normal tide, full of water and 
lodged in the vane built on the bottom of the lagoon’s mouth. 
When tides that may exceed the predetermined levels are fore-
casted, the water fill is displaced with compressed air providing 
the necessary buoyancy to the gates which will raise vertically 
above water to temporarily prevent the increase of the lagoon’s 
level. The realization of MO.S.E., at present under way, re-
quested, among others, the supply of a product which could 
substitute, with enhanced characteristics, the heavy geotextile 
with concrete blocks often used in the foundation of the sea 
works. The solution of the problem has requested the study, 
design, realization and verification-acceptance tests of a brand 
new product, suitable for the bathymetric and meteo-marine 
conditions of the Venetian site (depth 6÷15 m, wave with Hmax 
1,5 m).  

For such scope, the Client had requested to Maccaferri a prod-
uct with a optimal filtration capability, flexibility, resistance, 
durability etc., with a particular high horizontal stability on the 
bottom, also during the installation of the foundation blocks 
(see  fig. 5 to 8).   
In most cases, the heavy geotextiles ballasted with concrete 
blocks present a discontinuous permeability during the laying 
of the basement rocks and may get torn by the edges of the 
blocks. Since the installation of the rocks (whose average 
weight, in Venice, is 900 kg) takes place well after the laying 
of the filter, it is necessary to foresee a ballasting capable to 
maintain the filter stable on the bottom. The filter is in fact 
subject to the combined action of waves and tidal currents 
which can lift it from the bottom.  
 The filter is in fact subject to the combined action of waves 
and tidal currents which can lift it from the bottom.  
The ballasting constitutes moreover a help for the installation. 
A further characteristic of the ballasting is correlated to a 
benefit secured to the geotextile in the final situation: the ap-
plied  continuous and uniform ballasting on the surface of the 
geotextile avoids that, after the installation of the rocks, the 
geotextile is subject to "flapping", the fluttering between the 
fixed points in which the rocks are supported. The fluttering is 
caused by the passage of waves and currents, which produces 
cyclic loads which will deteriorate the geotextile. 
These are the actions which more frequently cause differential 

Figure 1 Figure 2 

Figure 3 Figure 4 



loads which will deteriorate the geotextile. 
These are the actions which more frequently cause dif-
ferential settlements and/or a rapid sinking of transver-
sal groynes, submerged barriers and artificial reefs, built 
with rocks along the coasts, normally built on a geotex-
tile or, as it often happens, without any type of filter or 
support. Such situation obliges the Owner or the Or-
ganization responsible for the installed facilities to a 
continuous maintenance and, in the worst cases, to the 
reinstatement of the  works.  
 
 The equation used for the dimensioning of the ballast-
ing of the filter layer is the one used for the calculation 
of the flow qs through the   
surface of the geotextile ag:   
 
 ΔH*kg/tg=ΔH*Ψ =i*ks= qs/ag 
 
 in which:   
- ΔH is the head loss through the geotextile 
- Ψ the geotextile permittivity.   
 
 In the case of the MOSE, the lifting force on the sur-
face unit results: 
pw(�H)~8.2 kg/m2; 

ρw(ΔH)~8.2 daN/m2; and applying a safety factor equal 
to 3 we obtain a value for the ballasting in submerged 
conditions equal to 25 daN/m2.   
 
In relation to the long term performance of the geotex-
tile, a verification has been conducted through a model 
of finite element calculation which allows to analyze 
the fields of motion of filtering under saturated and not 
saturated, both as steady or as transitory.   
 
Considering a configuration in which the rocks   
are sunk in the ground and that the filter settles as rep-
resented in figure 7, the tension  induced by the settle-
ment of the geotextile has been calculated assuming 
that the resultant one of the under-pressure ΔU pro-
duced by the passage of the wave is balanced by the 
stress generated in the geotextile N.   

Figure 7 Figure 8 

 

Figure 5 Figure 6 
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TECHNICAL DESCRIPTION   
The filtering matt, internally ballasted with crushed rock, is a 
geocomposite with a  maximum nominal thickness of 45mm 
due to manufacturing reasons. The thickness can vary according 
to the necessary ballast weight - in the case of MOSE it is 
40mm. 
The structure is formed with: 

• A geotextile as bottom filter 
• a central body consisting in a geomat in polypropyl-

ene filaments, strengthened internally with a double 
torsion wire mesh (fig. 9 and 10) 

• a ballasting of the central body with small crushed 
rock with 4-8mm granulometry (fig. 11) 

• a geotextile for the upper closure 
• a side band in filtering geotextile 
• a quilting with HDPE profiles and metallic screws.   

In case of MOSE, the total weight of the mattress in air is of 
approximately 50 daN/m2, therefore such to guarantee a sub-
merged weight not less than 25 daN/m2.   
 
BOTTOM GEOTEXTILE   
The bottom layer, with the main function of filtering element 
and of containment of the crushed rock, is constituted by a 350 
g/m2 spun-bonded, non woven, polypropylene geotextile with 
high tenacity, without added resins and adhesives, resistant to 
the attack of bacteria and fungi, and UV rays (technical charac-
teristics in tab.1). 
 
CENTRAL NUCLEUS 
It has the function to contain the ballasting material, preventing 
its migration and is constituted by a geomat in polypropylene 
filaments extruded on a double torsion wire mesh, dimensions 

Figura 2 

Zn/Al corrosion coating and protection in PVC (technical 
characteristics in   
tab.1).   
 
The pre-assembled product (fig. 8) used for the site pro-
duction is constituted by   
a geocomposite formed by the bottom geotextile, coupled, 
with thermal welding, to the above mentioned geomat 
(with a nominal thickness of 40mm)  reinforced with the 
wire mesh.  
The rolls of the geocomposite are protected from rain and 
UV by a cover with a black PE  film both during the trans-
portation to and the storage  in the yard.   
 
INERTS FOR BALLASTING   
The inerts, whose principal function is the  ballasting of the 
mat, is calcareous crushed rock with apparent specific 
weight and granulometry selected according to the require-
ments (for MOSE the granulometry is 4-8mm, but 8-20mm 
or others can be selected) 
It responds to the requirements of penetrating easily inside 
the geomat and of   
avoiding segregation during the installation. 
 
GEOTEXTILE ON THE TOP SURFACE 
The upper geotextile, with the same function of contain-
ment of the inerts, is a spun-bonded, non woven polypro-
pylene geotextile with the same characteristics of the one 
in the bottom layer 
 
 QUILTING   
The connection of the upper geotextile layer to the bal-

Tabella 1 

  (g/m2) (kN/m) (m/sec) (µm) 

UNDER GEOTEXTILE  350 26 0.001 60 

WIRE MESH 6x8 - 2.2/3.2  1490 36(a) * * 

GEOMAT PP  650 1 * * 

UPPER GEOTEXTILE   150 9 0.001 70 

REFERENCE NORMATIVE   EN-965 EN 10319 EN 11058 EN 12596 

 
MATERIAL AREIC MASS 

TENSILE  
STRENGTH  PERMEABILITY 

 
PORE 
SIZE 

 

Table 1 

*   = not  applicable 
(a) = measured by a special method 

Figure 9 Figure 10 Figure 11 

 

 

 



Figure 13 

Figure 12 

ballasted mat will be realized by profiles in HDPE with 
trapezoidal section, placed transversally every 33 cm on 
the lower side of the mat, with washers of the same mate-
rial on the top side, and joined with metal  screws (fig. 12 
and 13).   
 
  
 SIDE BAND 
The side band (fig. 11), with width 1,20m, is present for 
the whole length of the roll of mat and is realized with the 
same type of geotextile, with unit weight 350 g/m2 used 
for the bottom filter layer and: 
• guarantees the resistance to the impact due to the 

characteristics of resistance of the geotextile 
• supplies a transversal rigidity against of the lifting 

actions through the transverse HDPE section placed 
with a 33 cm spacing 

• avoids the need of doubling the thickness of the 
filtering mat at the overlaps 

• reduces the weight of the mattress on the launching 
roll assembly (with equal surface), minimizing the 
loading problems.   

The band can be placed on the right or   
left side of the roll of mat depending on the laying direc-
tion.   
To minimize the stapling operations to the external edges 
and to a single internal one, the rolls of the upper geotex-
tile are 5.20 m wide. 

BOTTOM GEOTEXTILE

SIDE BAND
UPPER GEOTEXTILE

HDPE PROFILE
120 cm

TOLERANCE
< 40 cm OVERLAPPING > 80 cm

40
 m

m 

FILLING WITH 

THERMAL WELDED TO GEOMAT

GEOMAT OF POLYPROPYLENE
ON WIRE MESH 6 x 8 PLASTICIZED

INERTS  4 - 8 mm

GEOTEXTILE OF CLOSING (150 g/m )

FILTER GEOTEXTILE (350 g/m )2

2

330 mm

50 mm

LOCK WASHER Ø40 mm  OF HDPE

INFERIOR PROFILES IN HDPE

METALLIC SCREW

  EXTRUDED ON A DOUBLE TORSION

 



 
 IMPACT TESTS 
In addition to the laboratory tests on the each of the component 
of the mat, which have supplied the nominal values indicated 
in the table, additional traction, permeability and filtering tests 
have been performed on the same elements of a produced mat 
“disturbed” by practical lifting (fig. 13a), folding (fig. 13b) and 
impact (fig. 14) tests.   
The lifting test is performed for verifying the stability of the 
fillers against segregation of the components.   
The second is intended to verify the capability  of folding, 
which positively influences the facility of installation.   
The third is aimed to reproduce in air the same stresses occur-
ring on the mat during the riprap installation in water. 
 
  

Subsequently, the "disturbed" area of the mat has been cut out 
(fig. 15, 16) and on it have been performed again the traction, 
permeability and filtering tests 
The effected tests have denoted losses in the efficiency 
around 10% in comparison to the undisturbed materials; this 
guarantees however an adequate safety margin for the  prod-
uct.   
At the end of the performed tests, the geosynthetic materials 
composing the mat have been guaranteed for a 100 years life 
time, while for the PVC coated steel wire mesh the durability 
is 125 years. 
   

 

Figure 13a Figure 13b Figure 14 

Figure 15 Figure 16 



 
(fig.19 and 20) and submerged (fig. 21 and 22) barriers and 
geotubes (fig. 23 and 24) all structures with erosion problems 
to the base. 

 

Figure 17 

Figure 19 

Figure 18 (groyn section) 

Figure 20 (barrier section) 

Figure 22 (littoral protection section)  

Figure 23 Figure 24 (geotube section) 

Figure 21  

APPLICATIONS 
In addition to the protections of inlets (like in the case of the 
MO.S.E.) this filter can be used for all the works for coastal 
protection: groynes (fig. 17 and 18), emerged  



Coastal Protection Systems S.r.l. 
Via Kennedy, 10- 40069  Zola Predosa (Italy) 
Tel. (+39) 051-64360111 - Fax (+39) 051-236507 
E-mail: info@cpsystems.it - Web site: www.cpsystems.it 

The producer, for the process optimization and the improvement of the technical characteristics of the products, reserves the faculty to modify the standards and the 
characteristics of the products without some warning. All the supplied information are given in good faith on the base of our experience; in any case no responsibi-
lity for a wrong utilize in projects  of the same ones could be charged to the producer or its distributors. 

Figure 28 

Figure 27 

The mattress it can be used also in the case of the stabilisation of 
the bottom of  harbours (fig 26). . The product can be laid down in 
three ways:  
 
• through a special pontoon as in the case of (MO.S.E.fig. 25 

and 27); 
 

Figure 25 Figure 26 

Figure 29 

• through a normal pontoon (fig. 28) or a crane located on 
the dock of  the harbour the mat is equipped of button-
holes with rings in polypropylene and attacked to a 
chassis (fig. 29). 
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Yeh, Alice

From: josh stout <stoutjs@gmail.com>

Sent: Wednesday, August 13, 2014 11:37 AM

To: Region2 PassaicLower8MileComments

Cc: Tony Bianchini; Jessica Orth; Brendan Lynch; Marion McClary

Subject: lower Passaic

Dear Alice Yeh, 

 

I would like to thank the EPA administrators, scientists and technicians for the excellent work they have done 

on the monumental task of planning the cleanup of the lower Passaic.  In general the current EPA plan is an 

excellent balance between a mandated environmental cleanup and the physical realities of a densely populated 

area with an aging infrastructure.    

 

Given the level of planning, I would like to ask if it is not possible to leave at least some portions of the lower 

Passaic without dredging or caps.  I am not necessarily calling for the more limited “targeted dredging and 

capping”, but it seems reasonable to use a more detailed approach to attempt to identify regions with less 

mobile sediments that could act as refuges for benthic organisms.  Even a few areas left uncapped and un-

dredged would greatly speed up the biological recovery of the lower river.   

 

In addition, given the unique and historic opportunity for change that the cleanup represents, it would also seem 

reasonable to make some sort of community access to the river part of the overall plan.  I understand that 

community access to resources is not part the EPA mission, but the EPA is certainly in a position to work with 

the businesses that will be funding the project.   Without community access, the river may become relatively 

decontaminated, but will still offer little to the communities it flows through.   

 

A truly functioning lower Passaic should not just be clean water running through a man-made trench.  There 

needs to be aquatic life, much of which is dependent on benthic organisms, most of which could not survive on 

“hardened caps” or caps “maintained in perpetuity”.   I understand that there are no undisturbed regions of the 

lower river, but there are still benthic invertebrates that should be given refuges from which they can colonize 

regions that require dredging.    

 

There also needs to be some benefit for the nearby communities that will be severely impacted as the work 

closes bridges and moves millions of tons of sediment on barges and trucks.  River access that will benefit the 

communities would at least somewhat offset the large burden that will be placed upon them once the project 

commences.  

  



2

Once again, I would like to say that the EPA is doing an excellent job, but in my opinion, on this project, too 

much focus is being placed on removing contaminants and not enough of the riverine community.  The 

organisms in the river and the people around the river need to be considered in any plan for a healthy Passaic.   

 

Thanks, 

Josh 

--  

Dr. Josh Stout 

School of Natural Sciences 

Fairleigh Dickinson University 



1

Yeh, Alice

From: Conserve <jonathan@jaffecom.com>

Sent: Tuesday, August 05, 2014 10:01 AM

To: Region2 PassaicLower8MileComments

Cc: jonathan@jaffecom.com

Subject: Help Save the Lower Passaic  - Email to EPA

Ms. Alice Yeh 

Remedial Project Manager, EPA 

290 Broadway, 19th floor 

New York, NY 10007-1866 

Dear Ms. Yeh, 

The EPA should more seriously review and consider other alternatives to its proposed 4.3 million cubic yard 

“bank to bank” dredge, such as a targeted “Sustainable Remedy” that would clean the entire River faster, with 

results comparable to those promised by the EPA’s bank-to-bank proposal and with reduced impact on the host 

communities. 

Thank you. 

Lisa Strug 

lisastrug@yaho.com 
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Yeh, Alice

From: Conserve <jonathan@jaffecom.com>

Sent: Tuesday, July 29, 2014 1:11 PM

To: Region2 PassaicLower8MileComments

Cc: jonathan@jaffecom.com

Subject: Help Save the Lower Passaic  - Email to EPA

Ms. Alice Yeh 

Remedial Project Manager, EPA 

290 Broadway, 19th floor 

New York, NY 10007-1866 

Dear Ms. Yeh, 

The EPA should more seriously review and consider other alternatives to its proposed 4.3 million cubic yard 

“bank to bank” dredge, such as a targeted “Sustainable Remedy” that would clean the entire River faster, with 

results comparable to those promised by the EPA’s bank-to-bank proposal and with reduced impact on the host 

communities. 

Thank you. 

Bruno Tedeschi 

brunortedeschi@gmail.com 

738 Mountain Avenue 

Westfield 

NJ 

07090 

9085913631 
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Yeh, Alice

From: Conserve <jonathan@jaffecom.com>

Sent: Tuesday, August 19, 2014 6:46 AM

To: Region2 PassaicLower8MileComments

Cc: jonathan@jaffecom.com

Subject: Help Save the Lower Passaic  - Email to EPA

Ms. Alice Yeh 

Remedial Project Manager, EPA 

290 Broadway, 19th floor 

New York, NY 10007-1866 

Dear Ms. Yeh, 

The EPA should more seriously review and consider other alternatives to its proposed 4.3 million cubic yard 

“bank to bank” dredge, such as a targeted “Sustainable Remedy” that would clean the entire River faster, with 

results comparable to those promised by the EPA’s bank-to-bank proposal and with reduced impact on the host 

communities. 

Thank you. 

Aaron Thompson  

Aaron.thompson87@gmail.com 

615 plainsboro rd 

Plainsboro 

New Jersey  

08536 

6092736702 
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Yeh, Alice

From: Kluesner, Dave

Sent: Thursday, May 01, 2014 6:07 PM

To: Region2 PassaicLower8MileComments

Subject: Action Alert - Passaic River Cleanup

From: nswc [mailto:nswcsibt@aol.com]  

Sent: Thursday, May 01, 2014 5:32 PM 

To: nswcsi@nswcsi.org 

Cc: titonem@assembly.state.ny.us; savino@senate.state.ny.us; govcuomo.office@nygovoffice.gov; 

borellij@assembly.state.ny.us; lanza@senate.state.ny.us; cusickm@assembly.state.ny.us; 

malliotakisn@assembly.state.ny.us; drose@council.nyc.gov; jamesoddo@gmail.com; vignizio@council.nyc.ny.us; 

SMatteo@council.nyc.gov 

Subject: Fwd: Action Alert - Passaic River Cleanup 

 
Dear All, 
  
We know that on the North Shore it is very difficult to see our waterfront let alone know what water bodies connect to one 
another. But in this case the Passaic River connects to the Lower Passaic River which connects to Newark Bay. Newark 
Bay connects to the Arthur Kill and the Kill Van Kull, where many of our people fish and harvest shell fish to feed 
themselves and their families. 
  
Dioxin also known as Agent Orange cause cancer in humans. 
Therefore Staten Islanders should say something in reference to the Passaic River Clean Up, scroll down for more 
information. 
  
   
Beryl A. Thurman, Executive Director/President  
NSWC  
Creating Livable Communities 
  

Credit and Debit Card Donations to NSWC can be made through the NSWC website below... 
www.nswcsi.org  
  
 
SAVE ALL OF ARLINGTON MARSH!  
  
 
 
To stop receiving e-mails from the North Shore Waterfront Conservancy of Staten Island. Please REPLY to this message 
with the word UNSUBSCRIBE in the message Box. 
  
The North Shore Waterfront Conservancy of Staten Island, Inc. (NSWC or NSWCSI) is a 501-C3, Public Charity all 
donations are tax deductible to the full extent of the law. 
  
The North Shore Waterfront Conservancy of Staten Island, Inc., P.O.Box 140502, Staten Island, NY. 10314 
  
  
 

-----Original Message----- 
From: NY/NJ Baykeeper <mail@nynjbaykeeper.org> 
To: nswcsibt <nswcsibt@aol.com> 
Sent: Thu, May 1, 2014 1:18 pm 
Subject: Action Alert - Passaic River Cleanup 
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Call to Action: We Need Your Support to  

Cleanup the Passaic River 

  

EPA Releases Proposed Passaic River Superfund Cleanup Plan 

Make Your Voice Heard During the Public Hearings and Comment Period 

  

For decades, polluters dumped dioxin and other harmful, cancer-causing contaminants 
into Passaic River in Newark, NJ. In an effort to remediate the abused Passaic River, the 
US Environmental Protection Agency proposed a historic cleanup plan on April 11,2014. 
The EPA's preferred cleanup method consists of bank to bank dredging of 4.3 million 
cubic yards of contaminated sediment from the lower 8.3 miles of the River, with a two foot 
cap.  

  

We are in favor of EPA's plan with off-site disposal of the contaminants at a licensed 
facility. Burying and capping the contaminants in Newark Bay is NOT a viable clean 
option. The plan will be beneficial in long term effectiveness, will reduce toxicity, ecological 
impacts, and risk to human health and improve the environment and economy. It is time 
for the polluters to take responsibility and accountability for the murder of our River!  

  

To learn more about the proposed cleanup plan, click here.  

  

Make your voice heard during the public comment period.   

  

April 21 - June 20, 2014. Submit comments to 
PassaicLower8MileComments.Region2@epa.gov supporting EPA's plan of a complete 
bank to bank cleanup and off-site disposal! 

  

Attend a Public Meeting! 

  

Wed., May 7, 2014 at 7:00pm 
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Portuguese Sports Club:  85 Congress St, Newark, NJ 07105 

  

Thurs., May 21, 2014 at 6:00pm 

Franklin School  
100 Davis Avenue, Kearny, NJ 07032  

  

To be determined: Belleville, NJ 

  

Sign our online petition.  

 

  

For more information, contact Sandra at sandra@nynjbaykeeper.org or 732-888-9870 
x7.  

  

  

Protecting, preserving, and restoring the Hudson-Raritan Estuary since 1989. 

Follow us on Facebook, Twitter, and Instagram @NYNJBaykeeper  

  

 

 

  
 

 
 

Forward email 

 

 

This email was sent to nswcsibt@aol.com by mail@nynjbaykeeper.org |    
Update Profile/Email Address | Instant removal with SafeUnsubscribe™ | Privacy Policy. 

nynjbaykeeper | 52 West Front St | Keyport | NJ | 07735 
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Yeh, Alice

From: Sean Jackson <Sean@RosemontAssocs.com>

Sent: Tuesday, August 19, 2014 6:35 PM

To: Region2 PassaicLower8MileComments

Subject: DOC081914-08192014181739.pdf

Attachments: DOC081914-08192014181739.pdf; ATT00001.txt

Dear Ms. Yeh - please see the attached comment letter from Robert G. Torricelli, the Special Master 

overseeing remediation of Roosevelt Drive In site in Jersey City as it relates to the Passaic Lower 8 Mile Clean 

Up. 

 

Thank you for your attention to this matter. 

 



Office of the Special Master 
P.O. Box 216 

VIA ELECTRONIC MAIL 

Rosemont, NJ 08556 
609-773-0335 

Alice Y eh, Remedial Project Manager 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
290 Broadway, 191

h Floor 
New York, NY 10007-1866 

August 19, 2014 

Re: Lower Eight Miles of the Lower Passaic River Superfund Site 
Proposed Cleanup Plan 

Dear Ms. Y eh: 

For the past ten years I have served as U.S. District Court's Special Master overseeing the 
implementation of a federal court ordered remediation at the former Roosevelt Drive-in property 
in Jersey City, New Jersey. As one of the largest remediation projects in the nation's history, 
this project has involved removal of over a million cubic yards of chromium contaminated soils 
followed by site restoration with clean fill, performance of groundwater remediation. It further 
involved a comprehensive dredging and capping project in the Hackensack River to address 
contaminated sediments. 

I am writing to you as the EPA considers comments regarding the proposed plan to 
remediate the Lower Passaic River. This is of particular interest to me as Special Master, as well 
as the responsible party performing the cleanup, Honeywell, and the Interfaith Community 
Organization and Hackensack Riverkeeper, Inc., the entities whose litigation led to the court
ordered remediation of the site, and the City of Jersey City. The Hackensack River Riverkeeper 
is also affiliated with the Interfaith Community Organization. 

The site is located just above Newark Bay where the Hackensack River begins and from 
the site, one can see the Lower Passaic's starting point. Thus, as you can imagine, all the Parties 
related to the Roosevelt Drive-in cleanup are eager to ensure that the work done to clean up the 
Lower Passaic does not negatively impact the Hackensack remediation efforts. 

The federal court-ordered remediation involved excavating and removing in excess of a 
million cubic yards of (hexavalent) chromium contaminated soil from the 100 acre site. The 
river based remediation in the Lower Hackensack River had two main components on which 



Sevenson Environmental Services, Inc. was the lead contractor. Senior staff at Region Two may 
recall that Honeywell, ICO, and the Special Master staff briefed EPA on this remedy prior to 
implementation. 

The first component of the river clean up started in the immediate area off the industrial 
site, where over 2,000 cubic yards (CY) of contaminated sediments were dredged and an 18-inch 
cap placed over the dredged area. Second, surface sediments were capped within delineated 
areas over an area of approximately 38 acres of the Hackensack River with design thicknesses 
between 6 and 12 inches. A six-inch cap was placed over a total of 19 acres and a twelve-inch 
cap placed over a total of 18 acres. Generally, the placement of capping material in these areas 
achieved at least a one foot layer of natural sediments and/or cap material with a concentration of 
less than 370 ppm total chromium. In all, approximately 192,000 tons of cap material was 
placed to encapsulate the chromium contaminated sediments in the river. Monitored natural 
recovery (MNR) was also implemented in a total of 33 acres of the Hackensack River. 

Long term monitoring of the remediation area is now being performed to assess the 
ongoing effectiveness of the sediment remedy (i.e., maintenance and/or verification of cap 
integrity, data collected on the nature of benthic community following implementation, erosion 
monitoring of MNR areas). The cap included sand and filter layers followed by an armoring 
layer to help keep the cap in place given the tidal forces at play in the River, as well as the on
going shipping activity along the Hackensack, and to protect against serious storm surge related 
tides. Indeed, these tidal forces, and shipping traffic, are of significant concern as the EPA 
considers how it will proceed with determining the appropriate remedy for the Lower Passaic. 

I am certain that the Agency is focused on protecting the water quality and marine life 
by preventing the contamination from the remediation area being released out of the Lower 
Passaic area. I write to make clear that in addition, there is also the newly remediated sediments 
in the Hackensack River that futther underscores the need for containing any spillover of 
contamination. I urge the Agency to employ all appropriate techniques to contain the Passaic 
River contamination as it is remediated. 

Thank you for your consideration of these issues. 

r-f2_ ./( 
Robert G. Tonicel 
Special Master, Federal District Court of 
New Jersey 
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Yeh, Alice

From: Conserve <jonathan@jaffecom.com>

Sent: Wednesday, August 06, 2014 2:20 PM

To: Region2 PassaicLower8MileComments

Cc: jonathan@jaffecom.com

Subject: Help Save the Lower Passaic  - Email to EPA

Ms. Alice Yeh 

Remedial Project Manager, EPA 

290 Broadway, 19th floor 

New York, NY 10007-1866 

Dear Ms. Yeh, 

The EPA should more seriously review and consider other alternatives to its proposed 4.3 million cubic yard 

“bank to bank” dredge, such as a targeted “Sustainable Remedy” that would clean the entire River faster, with 

results comparable to those promised by the EPA’s bank-to-bank proposal and with reduced impact on the host 

communities. 

Thank you. 

Tom Townes 

tstownes@gmail.com 

135 Treymore Court 

Pennington 

New Jersey 

08534 

6097308626 
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Yeh, Alice

From: Laura Tracey-Coll <lauratraceycoll@hotmail.com>

Sent: Monday, August 11, 2014 10:23 PM

To: Region2 PassaicLower8MileComments

Subject: Passaic River Restoration

Alice Yeh, Remedial Project Manager 

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 

290 Broadway, 19th Floor 

New York, NY 10007-1866 

 

I think that completely clean out all the contaminated soil needs to be removed from the area. Capping would not be 

permanent. I also believe that the sludge should not be incinerated in the area. THe sludge should be removed and 

decontaminated and processed away from our area. ALternative 2 is the best way to handle the Passaic River 

cleanup. 

 

Alternative 2 is a full bank to bank dredging of the lower 8.3 miles to depths of 20-30' that would totally remove the 

contaminants and permit boating to return to its pre-1950 levels. 

Alternative 2 would permit new docks, boat ramps, and bulkheads to be built.  No maintenance is required with 

Alternative 2.   

Alternative 2 holds the polluters fully responsible and is truly a Restoration of the Passaic River.   

Alternative 3 would cap the river and not dredge the bottom. This will not work because of flooding and scouring of 

River. It is being proposed because it is cheaper, but will not last since ultimately the caps will fail.  Bank to bank 

capping has never been done before. This Alternative would also require regular costly maintenance.  

The Alternative 3 capping results in no Improved Boating, a no wake policy and a no anchor policy. The River 

would be capped after 80 years of silting, leaving the mud flats that prevent boats to reach the shore line, except at 

high tide.  New docks, boat ramps, bulkheads, and shoreline development would be prohibited. 

Alternative 3 would prohibit yachts, passenger and sightseeing boats from bringing fans to Red Bull Stadium, the 

Gateway Center, NJPAC, Hampton Hotel, and nearby restaurants.  The unimproved depth would prohibit the return 

of commercial shipping to North Newark. Capping leaves the bulk of the contaminated sediment in the River.   

Dioxin is one of the most deadly substances known to man that bio accumulates in people and is known to be the 

most carcinogenic. Dioxin is an extremely harmful substance not only to humans, but to the ecosystem as well. The 
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Diamond Alkali plant manufactured pesticides, weed killers, and Agent Orange, the defoliant used during the 

Vietnam War. 

Under both state and federal law companies that discharge toxic chemicals into the environment that cause a loss of 

public use are assessed with Natural Resource Damages. The public fisheries, aquatic ecosystems, wetlands, rivers, 

and estuaries belong to all of us. When a company contaminates and prevents the use of that resource they have to 

pay damages. 

Rivers should not be Superfund sites they should be places where people can walk along the river bank or kayak. 

 

Sincerely, 

Laura Tracey-Coll 

41 Washington Ave 

Elmwood Park NJ 07407 

 



CLEOPATRA G. TUCKER 
AsSEMBLYWOMAN, 28TH DISTRICT 

400 LYONS AVENUE 

NEWARK, NJ 07112 

(973) 926-4320 

FAX: (973) 926-5736 

EMAIL: AswTucker@njleg.org 

August 1, 2014 

NEW JERSEY GENERAL ASSEMBLY 

Alice Y eh, Remedial Project Manager 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
290 Broadway, 19th Floor 
New York, NY 10007-1866 

Dear Ms. Y eh: 

COMMITTEES 

CHAIR 

MILITARY AND VETERAN's AFFAIRS 

VICE CHAIR 

HUMAN SERVICE 

MEMBER 

REGULATORY OVERSIGHT 

Serving as an Assemblywoman in the 28th Legislative District, I extend my support in the United 
States Environmental Protection Agency Region 2's (EPA) preferred cleanup plan of the Passaic 
River, part of the Diamond Alkali Superfund site. I understand that the cleanup plan will consist 
of a complete bank to bank removal of contaminated sediment in the lower eight miles of the 
Passaic River. According to the Proposed Plan, contaminants within the sediment can cause high 
human health and ecological risks and therefore, must be removed entirely from the River and 
disposed off-site at a licensed facility. The proposed cleanup plan will not only reduce the 
dangerous toxicity of the Passaic River, but will also create jobs, reduce risk to human health, 
and provide beneficial long term effectiveness. I thank EPA Region 2 for all of its work on this 
Superfund Site. I look forward to the restoration of the Passaic River my constituents deserve 
and demand. 

Sincerely, 

----~ /j I 
Assembl oman Cleopatra G. Tucker 
28th Legislative District 

Printed on Recycled Paper 
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Yeh, Alice

From: Kluesner, Dave

Sent: Thursday, June 19, 2014 5:47 PM

To: Region2 PassaicLower8MileComments

Subject: FW: River parties critical of EPA plan timeline

Please consider Mr. Van Der Tuin’s comment below as a comment on the Proposed Plan. 
 
David W. Kluesner 

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 

Public Affairs 

290 Broadway, 26th Floor 

New York, NY  10007 

212.637.3653 (Office) 

347.330.9439 (Cell) 

 
www.epa.gov/regoin2  

https://twitter.com/EPAregion2 

https://www.facebook.com/eparegion2   

 

From: John Van Der Tuin [mailto:JVandertuin@balberpickard.com]  

Sent: Thursday, June 19, 2014 5:35 PM 

To: Kluesner, Dave 

Subject: RE: [Possible SPAM] River parties critical of EPA plan timeline 

 
I guess so.  I make an oral comment at one of the community hearings to the same effect, but don’t think anyone was 

interested in any issue other than whether to dump in Newark Bay or dispose off-site.  Everything else appeared to be a 

foregone conclusion. 

 

From: Kluesner, Dave [mailto:kluesner.dave@epa.gov]  

Sent: Thursday, June 19, 2014 5:33 PM 

To: John Van Der Tuin 
Subject: RE: [Possible SPAM] River parties critical of EPA plan timeline 

 
Hi John, would you like for me to consider your email as a comment on the EPA’s 

Proposed Plan?  If yes, I will forward it to the official email address for capturing public 

comments.  Thanks. 
 
David W. Kluesner 

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 

Public Affairs 

290 Broadway, 26th Floor 

New York, NY  10007 

212.637.3653 (Office) 

347.330.9439 (Cell) 
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www.epa.gov/regoin2  

https://twitter.com/EPAregion2 

https://www.facebook.com/eparegion2   

 

From: John Van Der Tuin [mailto:JVandertuin@balberpickard.com]  

Sent: Thursday, June 19, 2014 5:30 PM 

To: Kluesner, Dave 

Subject: RE: [Possible SPAM] River parties critical of EPA plan timeline 

 
You know Dave – you’ve got to talk to your technical and policy folks and get them to back off the bank to bank  option 

and move towards some combination of the Option #4 and the Sustainable Remedy.   EPA’s preferred option is going to 

be just a god-awful mess and boondoggle that doesn’t create an attractive, usable river. 

 

John Van Der Tuin 

 

From: Kluesner, Dave [mailto:kluesner.dave@epa.gov]  

Sent: Thursday, June 19, 2014 5:13 PM 
Subject: [Possible SPAM] River parties critical of EPA plan timeline 

Importance: Low 

 

http://www.northjersey.com/community-news/citing-lessons-learned-parties-critical-of-epa-plan-for-

cleanup-1.1037905?page=all  

River parties critical of EPA plan timeline 
JUNE 19, 2014 LAST UPDATED: THURSDAY, JUNE 19, 2014, 12:32 AM  

BY MEGHAN GRANT 
MANAGING EDITOR 
SOUTH BERGENITE 
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STAFF PHOTO/ELIZABETH LARA

Project manager John Rolfe (left) and spokesperson Jonathan Jaffe tour the banks of the river in Riverside County Park. 

Representatives of parties responsible for the recent dredging and capping operations on the Passaic 

River by Riverside County Park are critical of the historically large plan put forth by the 

Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) for the lower eight miles of the river, saying from what 

they've learned from working in Lyndhurst, the project just cannot be carried out as planned. The 

Lower Passaic Cooperating Parties Group (CPG), an organization of 70 parties believed responsible 

for contamination in the river, have been promoting their own cleanup plan, Sustainable Remedy, 

which promises to be a cheaper and more targeted approach than the bank-to-bank plan favored by 

the EPA. 

The EPA has expanded its public hearing window until July 21 for the estimated $1.7 billon preferred 

alternative project to clean the lower eight miles of the Passaic River sullied by years of dumping. The 

stretch of river is a federally recognized Superfund site due to the levels of dioxin, PCBs, heavy metal 

and similar contamination identified in the sediment. As reported earlier, South Bergen's portion of 

the river isn't included in this phase, with a plan targeting that section not scheduled to be released 

for almost another year. 
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Upriver at River Mile 10.9, an undertaking to remove contaminated sediment and cap the 5.5-acre site 

was completed on May 30, funded by the CPG. Operation representatives say the lessons learned in 

Lyndhurst proved to be a kind of "pilot" for sediment removal going forward. Remedial action was 

conducted at the site due to the high concentration of contaminants in the mudflats near the park and 

neighborhood, which are routinely exposed during low tides. 

The CPG was also critical of the EPA's logistics, saying its experience suggests the timeline and 

productivity contained in the plan is unrealistic.  

An inoperable bridge in Newark and uncooperative weather turned a four-month plan into a ten-

month operation, said John Rolfe, project manager for environmental firm De Maximis, Inc. Workers 

had to coordinate nearly a thousand openings of the 10 bridges between the work site and disposal 

facility in Kearny to accommodate barges. Factors to consider included Red Bulls games in Harrison, 

NJPAC events, tides and peak traffic times. Project managers said the Lyndhurst operation netted no 

traffic complaints to them. 

Forty-five days were lost due to weather delays and 21 days due to bridge failures, and the dredging 

took 40 days, De Maximis reported. 

Given the scale of the preferred alternative plan by the EPA, it's possible multiple bridges would need 

to be opened at once, creating traffic congestion, the project managers said.  

The Lyndhurst remedial action to remove 16,020 cubic yards of sediment pales in comparison to the 

EPA's proposal – to remove a total of 4.3 million cubic yards of contaminated sediment – enough to 

fill MetLife Stadium twice – from between River Mile 8.3 on the Belleville-Newark border and River 

Mile 0 in the Newark Bay, billed as a bank-to-bank remedy.  

In 2012, the EPA completed removal of 40,000 cubic yards of the most highly contaminated sediment 

in the Passaic River, adjacent to the former Diamond Alkali facility in Newark. 
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"Dredging was the easy part, it was moving the stuff," said Bill Potter, senior project director for De 

Maximis Inc. Water depth also limits how much equipment can be stored on the river, and at times, 

vessels became beached. Operating with four barges, extra barges could not be parked in Lyndhurst as 

it would block river traffic, he said. 

Going into the project, officials were aware of the horizon limit posed by low tides, but discovered 

vertical limits were soon realized, Potter said.  

Navigating barges through narrow channels under the swing bridges means tugboats with more 

horsepower were needed and depending on the tide, barges would travel half empty. A few times, 

barges "kissed" bridges during their travels, he added.  

"There are a lot of moving parts," Rolfe said. On some days, the tides did not match the work 

schedule, since workers could not operate safely in the dark, and bridges could not be raised during 

rush hours, he added. 

Cold weather also caused delays. Summer work days were lost due to repeated instances of the Bridge 

Street Bridge being inoperable. This pushed the timeline into the winter, meaning equipment needed 

warm-up time to operate, and employees had to wear cumbersome suits for safety, Potter recalled.  

Another lesson learned was placing of the fabric layer of the cap. Unspooled from roll on the shore, 

setting it was difficult due to the tide, the first time the team attempted to place such a layer on a tidal 

river, Rolfe said. 

Similar to River Mile 10.9, the EPA intends to install a cap following dredging of the lower eight miles. 

De Maximis managers assured the cap would protect against the shifting of sediment during strong 

storms. 

During the Lyndhurst mudflat dredge, the crews worked around a 60-foot span of the river containing 

a water pipeline, which was difficult to locate as it was underground, and workers were limited as to 

what tools they could use to find it, Potter said. 

The lower eight miles would contain all kinds of utility lines and pipes, and not all can be located with 

accuracy, Potter said. In Lyndhurst during the project, the crew worked around a 60-foot span of the 

river containing a nearly 100-year old water pipeline, which was difficult to locate as it was 

underground, and workers were limited in which survey tools could be used on it. 

Removing the nearly 23,736 tons of sediment translated to 55,000 man hours, De Maximis reported. 

Despite the delays, the project itself was only about $30,000 over budget, Rolfe said. 
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While the monitoring buoys deployed in the river never picked up enough turbidity to warrant 

pausing the operation, they did net some "confounding data," possibly sediment being kicked up from 

work upriver near the Route 3 bridge, Potter said. Turbidity, not chemical substances, was monitored. 

The CPG is in negotiations with the EPA about how the site will be monitored in the future. 

De Maximis reps also questioned if the EPA's intended bank-to-bank approach would mean dredging 

next to the foundation of Route 21 on the Essex County side of the river, potentially destabilizing it.  

EPA officials announced previously that finalization of logistics such as exact volume of sediment 

removal, dredging technology, rail routes and other elements would come at the close of the public 

comment portion, anticipating a start date of March 2018.The criticism of the EPA's plan also comes 

as the CPG seeks to promote its own cleanup plan, dubbed Sustainable Remedy. As the CPG has 

proposed, the Sustainable Remedy seeks to address the entire 17-mile span, with a model that targets 

"hot spots" of concentrated contamination and includes out-of-river components such as community 

grants. The estimated cost would be in the "hundreds of millions," significantly less then the billions 

estimated for the EPA's plan.The feasibility study for the lower eight-mile project did not include 

Sustainable Remedy, as the plan was not formally submitted by the CPG, EPA officials have said. 

Federal environmental officials have been vocal about their doubts toward Sustainable Remedy. 

CPG representatives have courted Passaic River municipalities and residents for support of this plan 

over the past year, holding information presentations on Sustainable Remedy.Funding will not stem 

from the CPG alone, as state environmental officials have announced they intend to pursue remaining 

liability claims against Occidental Chemical, identified as a lead polluter, to get the company to pay 

for its share. Late last year, two settlements between state agencies, third parties and several "non-

discharging" defendants were finalized. First, $130 million will be paid to the state by these 

defendants. Also party to the settlement are Maxus International Energy Company, Maxus Energy 

Corporation and Tierra Solutions, Inc. Several third parties are included in the second settlement, as 

municipalities named agreed to commit $95,000 each toward the agreement negotiated with the New 

Jersey Department of Environmental Protection. Forty million of that amount will be used to 

reimburse the department for funds already spent.A study of the 17 miles of the lower Passaic River is 

being drafted by the CPG and will be reviewed by the EPA by late 2014 or early 2015, EPA 

spokesperson Elias Rodriguez said in April.  

"Even though the 17-mile study may be completed in that time frame, that study is being drafted by 

the Cooperating Parties Group and will have to be reviewed by EPA," Rodriguez said. "Pertinent data 

and modeling information from the 17-mile study, when available, will be considered and integrated 

into the design of the lower eight-mile cleanup." 

Email: grantm@northjersey.com 
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David W. Kluesner 

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 

Public Affairs 

290 Broadway, 26th Floor 

New York, NY  10007 

212.637.3653 (Office) 

347.330.9439 (Cell) 

 
www.epa.gov/regoin2  

https://twitter.com/EPAregion2 

https://www.facebook.com/eparegion2   
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Yeh, Alice

From: John Van Der Tuin <JVandertuin@balberpickard.com>

Sent: Friday, August 15, 2014 12:11 PM

To: Region2 PassaicLower8MileComments

Cc: Kluesner, Dave; Tony Bianchini

Subject: Clean Up Plans

Attachments: 2013 03 13  vdt-enck.pdf

Sirs/Madams: 

 

Last year, I submitted the annexed letter/comment with respect to the EPA’s Passaic River Restoration Project. 

 

Since then, I have also reviewed the four options issued for public comment, reviewed the Cooperating Parties’ 

Sustainable Remedy and attended one of the public hearings to hear your presentation and the comments/questions of 

other community members. 

 

I have grave concerns as to whether the EPA options 1-3 are practically achievable, will result in a more usable or 

attractive Passaic River or are prudent in terms of costs and benefits.   I would strongly urge that you meld your option 4 

and the Cooperating Parties Alternative Sustainable Remedy. 

 

My concern as to whether options 1-3 are practically achievable stem from the very difficult and unpredictable logistics 

of dredging and barging out those quantities of material.   Too many old bridges, too many barges, too much risk to 

disruption of rail and auto commuters and transportation over the river; too much disruption to current use of the river 

and adjacent riverbanks.  All the makings of one giant mess that grinds to a halt. 

 

My concern as to whether the end result would be a more usable or attractive Passaic River are largely those set forth in 

my earlier letter.  The river is never going to be fishable/swimmable.  Let’s not kid ourselves.  Boating or streamside 

recreation is achievable, but is presently deterred less by the contaminants in the sediment than by the smells from 

current dumping/runoff/sewage and the sights of lumber, garbage bags, bottles and general refuse floating down the 

river.   You need more focus on the sewage and floatables and less on the sediment.   More on achievable recreational 

uses and less on the Holy Grail of swimmable/fishable.   More focus on the four goals of the Restoration Project other 

than sediment remediation.  

 

Finally, costs/benefits.  You’re proposing to spend an ungodly amount of public money on a plan that is not going to 

achieve your goals or make the river a more usable and attractive resource.     Rethink it.  Refocus.  Apply some 

prudence.   There is merit to both your alternative 4 and to the Cooperating Parties Alternative Sustainable Remedy.  I 

would urge you to take the best from both and meld them into an achievable, beneficial, cost-effective plan. 

 

I appreciate your efforts – really – but question the value judgments, the practical sense of how you propose to proceed 

and the extent to which most of the goals of the Restoration Project are being sacrificed to the single focus on sediment 

remediation.  

John Van Der Tuin  

 



March 14,2013 

Judith A. Enck 
Regional Administrator, Region 2 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
290 Broadway 
New York, New York 10007-1866 

JOHN T. VANDER TUIN 
16 Elsway Rd. 

Short Hill, New Jersey 07078 

Re: Lower Passaic River Restoration Project 

Dear Administrator Enck: 

I have spent, literally, thousands of hours on the lower Passaic River, from roughly mile 7 to mile 15, over the last 
decade rowing my shell and working with other masters and youth rowers on regattas and river improvement projects. 1 

So, I enthusiastically endorse the Restoration Project you are engaged in to remediate the lower Passaic and make it a 
valuable recreational asset for all of us in the metropolitan area. I hope it bears fruit in my lifetime. 

I do have a concern, however. Sometimes it is just beautiful to see the dozens of shells out on the river; other times it 
just, literally, stinks or is so clogged with floatables as to be unrowable. I am thus, concerned, that in addition to, and of 
equivalent importance to, the effort to remove contaminated sediments, there must be an effort to address CSO's, clean 
up floatables, restore the riverbanks and improve and regulate adjacent development. I fear that a single-minded focus 
on sediment dredging and removal- in addition to being extraordinarily expensive and disruptive to the use of the river 
-will neglect these other, and equally important, efforts. In this regard, I note that the goals of the Lower Passaic River 
Restoration Project are five, and extend beyond sediment removal: 

- remediation of contaminated sediments 
- improve water quality 
- restore degraded shorelines 
- restore and create new habitats 
-enhance human use. 

I understand that the Lower Passaic River Study Area Cooperating Parties Group has nearly completed a study and 
alternative plan that would address all of the goals of the Restoration Project. I haven't seen it, and thus can't yet 
endorse its details, but I would urge that the EPA Focused Feasibility Study not be advanced until the CPG study is 
complete and can be considered, with open minds, as an alternative or complement to the Focused Feasibility Study. 

Thank you. 

21:CT~_( __ 
John VanDer Tuin 

1 In my professional life, I have also represented community groups and companies to enforce the provisions of 
environmental statutes and regulations. See, e.g., Coalition for a Liveable West Side, Inc., et al. v. New York City 
Dep 't. of Environmental Protection, 830 F.Supp. 194 (S.D.N.Y. 1993); Coalition Against Columbus Center, eta!. v. 
City of New York, 769 F.Supp. 478 (S.D.N.Y. 1991); In the Matter of Coca-Cola Bottling Co. of New York v. Bd of 
Estimate, 72 N.Y.2d 674 (1988). I am not an apologist for corporate polluters. 



Judith A. Enck 
March 14,2013 
Page 2 

cc: kluesner.dave@epa.gov 
vaughn.stephanie@epa.gov 
rgermann@lowerpassaiccpg.com 
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Yeh, Alice

From: Tirza Wahrman <twahrmanesq@gmail.com>

Sent: Tuesday, August 19, 2014 6:46 PM

To: Region2 PassaicLower8MileComments; Douglas Adams; Yeh, Alice

Subject: Comments on behalf of the Metropolitan Waterfront Alliance

Attachments: mwacommentslowerpassaicriver.docx

Dear Alice: 

Please find the attached comments of the Metropolitan Waterfront Alliance on EPA's proposed remedial plan 

for the Lower Eight Miles of the Passaic River. 

I will call your office to confirm receipt of this document. 

 

Best regards, 

 

Tirza 

 

 

--  

Law Office of Tirza S. Wahrman, LLC. 

5 Stonelea Drive 

Princeton Junction, NJ 08550 

phone (973) 222-8394 

fax (866) 476-3270 

 

This information is subject to attorney-client privilege and other claims of privilege.  It is intended for the 

named recipient only.  If you are not the named recipient, please disregard this communication. 
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Submitted on behalf of the Metropolian Waterfront Alliance, by Tirza S. 

Wahrman, Esq. 

         

August 19, 2014 

 

COMMENTS ON U.S. EPA’S RECOMMENDATION OF A REMEDIAL ACTION PLAN 

FOR THE LOWER EIGHT MILES OF THE PASSAIC RIVER 

The Metropolitan Waterfront Alliance (“MWA”) has a longstanding 

commitment to restoring the health of the New York-New Jersey harbor.    

Consistent with its mission,  MWA is pleased to submit the following comments in 

support of  U.S. EPA’s proposed remedy of bank-to-bank dredging of approximately 

4.3 million cubic yards of the lower 8.3 miles of the Lower Passaic River which runs 

through Newark and empties into Newark Bay.  

MWA recognizes the importance of promoting environmental justice and 

sustainability throughout the region.   Newark is one of the nation’s poorest cities.   

The per capita income of Newark residents is $17,367; by contrast, the per capita 

income of New Jersey residents is $36,937.   Newark’s per capita income is 53% less 

than the New Jersey average, and 32.7% less than the national average.   EPA’s 

proposal, if implemented, would be consistent with the agency’s stated goal of 

treating all people fairly, and reducing the disproportionate burden of 

environmental harm long endured by Newark residents.   

One of the first designated Superfund sites in the country, the Diamond Alkali 

site, is located in on the lower Passaic River in downtown Newark.  Newark 



 2 

residents face assaults of living along side a port with heavy truck traffic, and a 

resource recovery plant that is also the source of particulate and other emissions. 

 How many communities would have to wait for almost twenty years for the 

government to propose a final clean-up for a river with such high and persistent 

levels of contamination?    Studies of the sediment were first undertaken in the early 

1990’s.  The time for action is long past. 

The proposed remedy is the product of many years of high-caliber, peer-

reviewed and intensive study dating back to the mid 1990’s, including data collected 

from the lower 17 miles of the river.   The proposed remedy of the bank-to-bank 

dredging and off-site disposal of 4.3 million cubic yards from the river’s lower 8 

miles, based on data finding it to be the most contaminated stretch of the river, 

should be adopted and implemented without delay.    

The Lower Passaic River is part of the Diamond Alkali Superfund Site, which 

was placed on the National Priorities List in 1984; Occidental Chemical (a successor 

corporation which had purchased Diamond Alkali) at EPA’s request undertook an 

early investigation of the river in 1994.    In the years that followed, EPA also 

identified approximately seventy companies that also contributed to the 

contamination issues on the river.   The leading hazardous substances found in the  

Study Area sediments, which pose the greatest potential risks to human health and 

the environment include 1. Dioxins and furans; 2. PCB’s; 3. Mercury; 4. DDT; 5. 

Copper; 6. Dieldrin; 7. PAH’S and 8. Lead. 

Studies show convincingly that the concentrations of contaminants of 

concern (COC’s), like dioxins and furans, PCB’s and mercury, have not declined over 
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the past fifteen years.     The proposed bank-to-bank dredging is required to address 

the ongoing and persistent contamination in the sediment by removing it from the 

lower eight miles of the river.      The other alternatives studied by EPA—a no-action 

alternative or “hot spot” dredging of some of the most contaminated spots—will not 

address the persistent contamination which characterizes the river.   

The goals of the remedial action objectives set forth in the study document 

are:  1. To reduce cancer risks and non-cancer health hazards for people eating fish 

and shellfish by reducing the concentration of COCs in the sediments of the FFS 

study area; 2. To reduce the risks to ecological receptors by reducing the 

concentrations of COC’s in the sediments of the FFS Study Area; and 3. To reduce the 

migration of COC-contaminated sediments from FFS Study Area to upstream 

portions of the Lower Passaic River and to Newark Bay and the New York-New 

Jersey Harbor Estuary.   Reducing cancer risks and other health hazards, reducing 

risks to ecological receptors, and reducing the migration of contaminated sediments  

can only be attained by the proactive remedy of extensive dredging of the highly 

contaminated site.   Removing these sediments will reduce contaminant 

concentrations in biota including fish and crab tissue, thereby significantly reducing 

potential human health and ecological risks.   The remedy includes the placing of an 

engineered cap to sequester the extensive inventory of contaminants that would 

remain after the dredging is completed.   

The Metropolitan Waterfront Alliance does not take a position on the relative 

merits of a more extensive dredging program than the preferred remedy endorsed 

by EPA—the 9.7 million cubic yard proposal contained in alternative 2, compared to 
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the 4.3 million cubic yard proposal contained in the remedy preferred by EPA 

(alternative 3).    At the same time, the MWA is mindful that cost considerations can 

be weighted in the selection of a remedy under Superfund, and defers to EPA’s 

expertise in selecting alternative 3, which calls for the removal of 4.3 million cubic 

yards, with the placement of an engineered cap and off-site disposal of the dredged 

material. 

 

Tirza S. Wahrman, Esq. 

On behalf of The Metropolitan Waterfront Alliance 
241 Water Street 
3rd Floor 
New York, New York 10038 
212 935 9831 
 

  ************************************************ 
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Yeh, Alice

From: Conserve <jonathan@jaffecom.com>

Sent: Thursday, August 07, 2014 5:28 PM

To: Region2 PassaicLower8MileComments

Cc: jonathan@jaffecom.com

Subject: Help Save the Lower Passaic  - Email to EPA

Ms. Alice Yeh 

Remedial Project Manager, EPA 

290 Broadway, 19th floor 

New York, NY 10007-1866 

Dear Ms. Yeh, 

The EPA should more seriously review and consider other alternatives to its proposed 4.3 million cubic yard 

“bank to bank” dredge, such as a targeted “Sustainable Remedy” that would clean the entire River faster, with 

results comparable to those promised by the EPA’s bank-to-bank proposal and with reduced impact on the host 

communities. 

Thank you. 

Jasmine Walden 

jasmine@jaffecom.com 

25 Brokaw Blvd. 

Plainfield 

New Jersey 

07063 

9087697739 
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Yeh, Alice

From: Yeh, Alice

Sent: Wednesday, April 23, 2014 4:12 PM

To: Region2 PassaicLower8MileComments

Subject: FW: Passaic River Proposed Plan Comments (016071214, WI No. 60, RPL No. 14361)

 

 

From: Zachos, George  

Sent: Wednesday, April 23, 2014 2:03 PM 

To: sensitivewoman@verizon.net 

Cc: Yeh, Alice; Kluesner, Dave; Boykin, Danla; Ramadhin, Lee; Murphy, Tom 

Subject: Passaic River Proposed Plan Comments (016071214, WI No. 60, RPL No. 14361) 
 
Dear Ms. Wall:  

 

Thank you for your comments on the Proposed Plan and Remedial Investigation/Focused Feasibility Study for the lower 8 miles of 

the Lower Passaic River. EPA is accepting written comments at PassaicLower8MileComments.Region2@epa.gov, or the following 

address: 

 

Alice Yeh, Project Manager 

Environmental Protection Agency 

290 Broadway, 19th Floor 

New York, NY  10007-1866 

 

EPA will also host a series of public meetings at which oral and written comments will be accepted.  The first will be on May 7, 2014 

at 55 Prospect Street, Newark, NJ, at 7 pm.  The other two will be in Kearny in May 2014 and Belleville in June 2014, at dates and 

locations to be determined. 

 

By this e-mail, your April 16 comments below are being forwarded for Region 2 to consider before making the final cleanup decision 

for the lower 8 miles.  It will be addressed in the Responsiveness Summary, which will be made available with the Record of 

Decision, the document identifying the EPA’s selected cleanup plan. 

 

Sincerely yours, 

 

George H. Zachos 

Accelerated Cleanup Manager and Regional Public Liaison 

Emergency and Remedial Response Division 

Edison, NJ 

 

 
You are very wrong in your decision regarding the dredging of the Passaic River in the Newark Bay area. Did you 
not think that when the river overflows into our houses we do not get the pollution also?  The initial plan was 
to dredge from the Garfield Dundee Dam and then on to Newark. Why change the initial decision? I think the 
people who reside along the river are not being considered in regard to the pollution we get in our homes when 
it does overflow its banks. I strongly urge you to reconsider the danger to people and start dredging according 
to the initial 2013 proposal and start SOON - not 10 years from now. 
EMAIL_OF_REQUESTOR 
sensitivewoman@verizon.net 
NAME_OF_REQUESTOR 
Linda Wall 
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Yeh, Alice

From: Judith S. Weis <jweis@andromeda.rutgers.edu>

Sent: Tuesday, April 22, 2014 6:11 PM

To: Region2 PassaicLower8MileComments

Subject: comments on the plan

Attachments: epaPassaic.doc

Attached is a brief comment on the remediation plan. 

 

Judith Weis 



 

 
Department of Biological Sciences 
Faculty of Arts and Sciences-Newark 
Rutgers the State University of New Jersey 
Boyden Hall 
195 University Avenue 
Newark, NJ 07102-1814 
 
jweis@andromeda.rutgers.edu 

 
www.rutgers.edu 
http://runewarkbiology.rutgers.edu 
 
973-353-5347 
Fax: 973-353-5518 

 

 

 

Dear. Ms Yeh, 

 

As an estuarine ecotoxicologist who works very close to the dioxin site (although I 

haven’t directly studied it), I commend you and the team for coming up with an excellent 

remediation plan. I have been waiting over 30 years for this! 

 

Sincerely, 

 

Judith S. Weis, Ph.D. 

Professor of Biology (emerita)  
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Yeh, Alice

From: churchrose@optonline.net

Sent: Monday, July 21, 2014 8:30 PM

To: Region2 PassaicLower8MileComments

Cc: Hackensack Riverkeeper

Subject: Passaic River Cleanup

Ms Yeh . . .Come on - - this is a no-brainer!  Of the three remediation options, Number 1 is 
the  
only viable option!  And, inasmuch as it is the most thorough one (read: permanent!), in 
the long-run, it will likely prove to be the least-expensive one too. 
 

Charley & Carole West  Allendale, NJ   Dedicated birders and pragmatists!  
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Yeh, Alice

From: Conserve <jonathan@jaffecom.com>

Sent: Thursday, August 07, 2014 2:37 PM

To: Region2 PassaicLower8MileComments

Cc: jonathan@jaffecom.com

Subject: Help Save the Lower Passaic  - Email to EPA

Ms. Alice Yeh 

Remedial Project Manager, EPA 

290 Broadway, 19th floor 

New York, NY 10007-1866 

Dear Ms. Yeh, 

The EPA should more seriously review and consider other alternatives to its proposed 4.3 million cubic yard 

“bank to bank” dredge, such as a targeted “Sustainable Remedy” that would clean the entire River faster, with 

results comparable to those promised by the EPA’s bank-to-bank proposal and with reduced impact on the host 

communities. 

Thank you. 

Gary Wien 

garywien@gmail.com 

401 14th Avenue 

Belmar 

NJ 

07719 

732-280-7625 
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Yeh, Alice

From: Peter Willcox <peterwillcox@gmail.com>

Sent: Tuesday, August 19, 2014 12:40 PM

To: Region2 PassaicLower8MileComments

Subject: Passaic River Lower 8.3 Mile Project - Public Comment

Attachments: Passaic EPA Ltr 08-19-2014 Signed.pdf

Attached is a letter containing my comments on the proposed Passaic River clean-up project.  

Thank you for your consideration.  

 

 

--  

Peter Willcox 



Peter Willcox 
206 Fernwood Avenue 

Upper Montclair, New Jersey  07043 

August 18, 2014 
Alice Yeh, Remedial Project Manager 
Environmental Protection Agency 
290 Broadway, 19th Floor 
New York, New York 10007-1866 
Fax: (212) 637-4439
E-mail: PassaicLower8MileComments.Region2@epa.gov
Dear Ms Yeh: 
As a member and former president of the Nereid Boat Club, and as an avid rower on the Lower Passaic 
River, I’m writing to you today to express my concern about the Environmental Protection Agency’s plans 
for the lower 8-mile cleanup.  
I attended a public information session in Kearney on May 21 where representatives from the EPA 
presented their proposal to dredge and cap 4.3 million cubic yards of sediment from bank to bank over 
the entire lower 8.3 miles of the Passaic.  I came away from the meeting with two major concerns. 
First, the EPA estimated a 5-year time period to complete the project which does not make sense when 
you run the numbers.  The DEP is proposing to remove and cap 4.3 million cubic yards of sediment in five 
years while the RM 10.9 project took 10 months to remove just 16,000 cubic yards of material.  Even 
considering that the project is scheduled to be conducted 24 hours a day, 6 days a week, for 40 weeks of 
the year the project will need to remove and cap over 50 times as much material per week as the RM 
10.9.  I was present on the site at 10.9 and it was a major undertaking.  I cannot imagine a project 50 
times as large progressing night and day for 5 years.  It does not seem responsible to assert that the 
project can be completed in that time frame. The public needs to know now that they are going to be 
dealing with - ten to fifteen years of open bridges clogging traffic and barges and dredges clogging the 
river.  
Second, even if the project could be completed I five years, I still question the wisdom of putting all the 
efforts into a full sediment dredge of the lowest eight miles without considering the other nine miles of the 
lower Passaic as well as all the other ongoing forms of contamination that plague the river. The issues of 
storm and sewer runoff and floatables have a major impact on the use and enjoyment of this important 
resource. The Cooperating Party’s alternate plan takes these other issues in to account and the EPA 
should as well.  I worry that the huge cleanup effort will drain all of the EPA’s energy and budget and 
there will be nothing left to protect and revitalize the rest of the lower Passaic River.  

Sincerely,  Sincerely,  
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Yeh, Alice

From: Amy Witryol <amyville@roadrunner.com>

Sent: Wednesday, August 20, 2014 6:52 PM

To: Region2 PassaicLower8MileComments

Cc: Yeh, Alice

Subject: Passaic Comments - Witryol

Attachments: EPA-Passaic-Witryol.pdf

Comments, attached. 

 

Thank you. 

 

Amy Witryol 

Lewiston, NY 



Amy H. Witryol 

4726 Lower River Rd. 

Lewiston, NY 14092 

phone (716) 754-1434 email: amyville@roadrunner.com  

 

 

August 20, 2014 

 

EPA Region 2 

Via email:  PassaicLower8MileComments.Region2@epa.gov  

 

RE: Proposed Plan for the Lower Eight Miles of the Lower Passaic River Part of the 

Diamond Alkali Superfund Site in Essex and Hudson Counties, NJ 

 

Dear EPA Region 2, 

 

The following comments are offered absent the benefit of notice, time and opportunity to review 

all of or even most of the project documents.  

 

Communities potentially impacted directly or indirectly by the remedial options for the Passaic 

project were not notified nor invited to participate in any manner, whether in person or remotely. 

 

This is not the first time EPA Region 2 Superfund has heard disappointment expressed about 

neglect of what could be described as, “remedial stakeholders,” i.e., those residents near 

treatment or disposal facilities that will face exposure risks short and/or long term as the result of 

significant hazardous waste volumes to land disposal or incineration. If land disposal is part of a 

remedial action, the contamination, not the remedy, is permanent to the environment.   

 

Region 2 Administration is also well aware of intense opposition, at every level of local and 

county government, to the proposed expansion of a RCRA C landfill in Niagara County.   

 

Projects of this magnitude have the potential to adversely promote private sector investment in 

undesirable/unsustainable hazardous waste landfill capacity, somewhere at some point in the 

future.  Therefore, all existing host communities and related environmental organizations should 

be considered remedial stakeholders – even if capacity risk is greater than 20-30 years away. 

 

Every hazardous waste landfill in Niagara County, NY has already leaked and is very likely to 

do so in the future, into a Class A waterway.  The permanent risks of land disposal were wholly 

ignored in the Passaic Focused Feasibility Study, including the Cost Estimates.  

 

We cannot predict to what, if any, extent remedial stakeholders may have influenced the 

development of the remedial options presented for Final Decision-making at this time. However, 

the public outreach process for such a massive proposal was clearly unfair to remedial 

stakeholders.       

 
 

mailto:amyville@roadrunner.com
mailto:PassaicLower8MileComments.Region2@epa.gov


p. 2 of 2, August 20, 2014 EPA- Passaic River project – Witryol 

 

 

Please extend the public comment period as long as necessary for EPA to address the following 

requests, plus an additional 14 days to draft and submit comments based on the information: 

 

1. Explanation and rationale for the projected timeframes (number of years and expenditures in 

each year) for each remedial Option presented except “No Action.” 

 

2. Please furnish each of the Present Value scenarios (Appendix H of the Focused Feasibility 

Study) using a 3% discount rate.  In 1996, the federal Office of Management and Budget 

recommended a pretax discount rate of 3%-7%. The Passaic project documents referred to a 

7% discount rate per 1993 EPA guidance.  A 3% rate should be run to determine whether 

the sensitivity of the discount rate range is worth debating from a financial perspective. 

 

2b.  For the Present Value scenarios at 7% and the requested 3%, please add a category for O&M 

at land disposal facilities.  This additional category should include the costs of O&M as well 

as regulatory oversight by state and federal environmental regulators and state/county health 

departments for 30 years.         

 

3. Please indicate what portion of the 3,310,000 cubic yards designated for land disposal in a 

RCRA C facility in option 3B (the EPA preferred alternative) may be eligible for 

incineration, or, an existing thermal desorption method employed at remedial clean ups.  

 

4. If thermal desorption is a remedial alternative to land disposal under current regulation, 

please indentify or indicate whether any project documents evaluated the (private sector) 

feasibility or projected cost/benefit of constructing and operating a stationary thermal 

desorption facility at or near a sediment staging facility.  (If potential vendors have made 

such proposals, please indicate if descriptions are available.) 

 

5. Please indicate whether, in advance of Final decision-making, EPA can arrange for remedial 

stakeholders to meet or conference with regulators, technical advisory/peer review 

committees and community advisory group members involved in developing the remedial 

options currently proposed. Proper evaluation of the relative costs and insecurity of 

additional capping vs. relocation (land disposal) is important. 

 

Thank you. 

 

Sincerely, 

AmyHWitryol 
Amy H. Witryol   
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Yeh, Alice

From: Conserve <jonathan@jaffecom.com>

Sent: Friday, August 08, 2014 4:43 PM

To: Region2 PassaicLower8MileComments

Cc: jonathan@jaffecom.com

Subject: Help Save the Lower Passaic  - Email to EPA

Ms. Alice Yeh 

Remedial Project Manager, EPA 

290 Broadway, 19th floor 

New York, NY 10007-1866 

Dear Ms. Yeh, 

The EPA should more seriously review and consider other alternatives to its proposed 4.3 million cubic yard 

“bank to bank” dredge, such as a targeted “Sustainable Remedy” that would clean the entire River faster, with 

results comparable to those promised by the EPA’s bank-to-bank proposal and with reduced impact on the host 

communities. 

Thank you. 

Jeff Worden 

jeff@worden-pr.com 

19 Iroquois Drive 

Mt. Lebanon 

Pa. 

15228 

412.253.0816 
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Yeh, Alice

From: Meiyin Wu <wum@mail.montclair.edu>

Sent: Monday, August 18, 2014 11:09 AM

To: Region2 PassaicLower8MileComments

Cc: Kluesner, Dave; Yeh, Alice

Subject: Passaic River FFS Comment

Attachments: PRI letter to EPA on FFS August 2014.pdf; ATT00001.htm

Dear Administrator Enck, 

 

Attached please find a letter from Montclair State University’s Passaic River Institute on the Lower 8 Miles 

Passaic River Focused Feasibility Study.  We congratulate you and USEPA for the release of the proposed plan 

and applaud your effort and dedication on enhancing the quality of the river and its watershed. 

 

Sincerely, 

Meiyin Wu 

 
------- 
Meiyin Wu, Ph.D  
Director, Passaic River Institute  
Professor, Department of Biology & Molecular Biology  
Montclair State University  
1 Normal Avenue, Montclair, NJ 07043  
Phone: 973-655-7117  
Fax: 973-655-6810  
website: http://www.montclair.edu/csam/wu-lab/ 
 
 



 
 

 

 

montclair.edu/csam 
1 Normal Avenue  Montclair, NJ 07043  973-655-5423 

August 18, 2014 
 
Ms. Judith A. Enck 
Regional Administrator  
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region 2  
290 Broadway, 26th Floor 
New York, NY 10007-1866 
 
Dear Regional Administrator Enck: 
 
Montclair State University’s Passaic River Institute (PRI) houses a scientific community that takes 
an interest in examining all potential approaches to better manage the Passaic River.  On behalf of 
the over 45 scientists and engineers from Montclair State University and partner institutions, I would 
like to first congratulate you and the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) for the release 
of the Lower Passaic River Focused Feasibility Study, a cleanup proposal that communities along 
the River have long been looking forward to.  Additionally, we applaud the effort and dedication of 
USEPA Region 2 staff for tirelessly explaining the proposed plan to the scientific community, the 
general public, and other stakeholders. 
 
The Lower Passaic River Restoration Project is one of the largest restoration projects in U.S. history.  
The project area is situated within the highly developed New Jersey urban area with approximately 
1.4 million residents, which made the project much more complex and its potential impacts much 
greater.  PRI would like to urge USEPA to develop a comprehensive monitoring plan to assess 
environmental condition and ecosystem integrity on the project impacted area prior to, during and 
post restoration.  Collected data not only can be used to assess the success of the restoration project 
but can also allow development of data driven methodologies and adaptive management approaches 
for future Superfund projects at the national level.  Additionally, special attention should be paid to 
the long-term stability and integrity of the sediment cap to ensure public safety and long-term 
success of the restoration project that meets sustainability goals to promote social, economic and 
ecological benefits. 
 
As an environmental education resource for the Passaic River Basin, on June 2, 2014, PRI hosted a 
“Morning Dialogue on the Lower 8 Miles Passaic River Focused Feasibility Study” on the Montclair 
State University campus in response to the proposed cleanup plan.  The target audience of the event 
was elected officials of towns and counties along the Lower Passaic River and Newark Bay.  The 
goal was to provide an opportunity for participants to gain a better understanding about the proposed 
plan as well as potential impacts (environmental, public health, social and economic) to the 
communities.  The event attracted more than 100 attendees from 49 entities.  Congressman Pascrell 
and experts from USEPA, New Jersey Department of Environmental Protection, and PRI reviewed 
the history of the Passaic River, the proposed dredging and capping plan, alternatives and risks 
associated with disposal of contaminated sediments, long term monitoring and maintenance of the 



 
 

 

 

montclair.edu/csam 
1 Normal Avenue  Montclair, NJ 07043  973-655-5423 

sediment cap, future cleanup plan for the rest of the Lower Passaic River, and overall potential 
impacts of the cleanup plan.  Representatives from ten cities/townships/counties participated in this  
event and shared their concerns on the plan’s potential impacts to communities along the Lower 
Passaic River and Newark Bay.   
 
Communication is essential as this long awaited plan takes form, and here again we appreciate the 
past and ongoing efforts of USEPA.  In the future, during the construction planning process, we 
strongly urge USEPA to continue communicating with local communities, informing all interested 
parties on what to expect, and in a very remote scenario, how to respond to hazardous situations.  It 
will also be critical for the EPA to continue coordinating among levels of governments (federal, 
state, county, and municipal), and carefully listening to and, where appropriate, incorporating local 
and regional input into construction planning.  By doing so, it will also allow local communities 
opportunities to align regional planning and policies at the municipal level with the directions of the 
cleanup plan to prevent/reduce potential impacts during construction.   
 
PRI, as a research institute, pledges to continue working with USEPA and other stakeholders to 
undertake long-term, multi-disciplinary studies in the Passaic River basin, provide a neutral forum 
for examining and discussing all aspects of environmental management challenges and solutions, 
and serve as an environmental education resource for the Basin.  The next event hosted by PRI is the 
upcoming Passaic River Symposium in October 2014.  We look forward to a highly productive 
exchange of information that will advance the understanding and management of the Passaic River.   
 
Sincerely,  
 

 
 
Meiyin Wu, Ph.D. 
Director 
Passaic River Institute 
Montclair State University 
Montclair, NJ 07039 
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Yeh, Alice

From: Yeh, Alice

Sent: Thursday, August 07, 2014 2:27 PM

To: Region2 PassaicLower8MileComments

Subject: FW: Request to extend the Public Comment Period on the Passaic River Restoration 

ending August 20th for two months

 

 

From: David Yennior [mailto:dyennior@yahoo.com]  

Sent: Wednesday, August 06, 2014 4:40 PM 

To: Mugdan, Walter 

Cc: Enck, Judith; Yeh, Alice; Harvey Morinstin; Jay N. Meegoda; Jeff Tittel 

Subject: Re: Request to extend the Public Comment Period on the Passaic River Restoration ending August 20th for two 

months 

 

Dear Mr Mugdan: 

 

Thanks to Regional Director Enk for her prompt reply through you.  However, I would respectfully request a 

reconsideration of the 60 day extension for the CAG to complete its work.  

 

Does the EPA have an engineering report regarding the rocks protruding at 10.9 only months after the capping 

was completed?  

 

Has the EPA analyzed the implication for capping 6 more miles of viable River, thus rendering it impaired 

forever? Has bank to bank capping of this magnitude been done before? 

 

The CAG had one meeting in June before 10.9's dangerous revelations were exposed. We did NOT have a 

quorum in July, nor did the EPA provide an engineering report about 10.9, nor could staff answer many 

questions the CAG has about bank to bank capping, which has never been done before.  

 

Capping 12-30' of toxic waste is NOT Restoration. If the EPA chooses Alternative 3, that is a dangerous 

precedent, and a clear signal to polluters across America that they may never be held accountable.  

 

That the EPA is trying to RUSH this decision is very suspect and disrespectful of the CAG who has expending 

so much time through this process and who you should be continuing to consult through Phase 2.  

 

Do you really have so little regard for the Sierra Club, the Passaic River Boat Club, the Passaic River Coalition, 

and the community surrounding the Passaic River? 

 

Do you really want a rushed decision, bad precedent, and no real restoration be the Legacy of the EPA 

regarding the Passaic River?  

 

In that the CAG cannot meet in August, a request for a 60 day extension is very reasonable. Perhaps you can 

give just the CAG an additional 60 days to meet and finalize our recommendation.  

 

Thank you.  
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David Yennior 

Gateway Group Chair 

Passaic River Issues 

NJ Sierra Club 

973-818-6668 

 

On Aug 6, 2014, at 3:56 PM, "Mugdan, Walter" <Mugdan.Walter@epa.gov> wrote: 

Dear Mr. Yennior: 

  

Regional Administrator Judith Enck has asked me to respond to your August 6, 2014 e-mail 

(copied below) requesting an extension of the public comment period on the U.S. 

Environmental Protection Agency’s Proposed Plan for the lower eight miles of the Lower 

Passaic River. 

  

When the EPA released the Proposed Plan on April 11, 2014, the agency announced a public 

comment period starting on April 21, 2014 and ending on June 20, 2014.  In response to several 

requests for extensions, EPA extended the public comment period first until July 21, 2014 then 

until August 20, 2014.  This is a 61-day extension from the end date of the original comment 

period and provides a total of over 120 days for public comments. 

  

With regard to the New Jersey Institute of Technology Forum on July 22, 2014, EPA has posted 

a summary of the forum along with presentations made at the forum on the web site 

ourPassaic.org, in the Digital Library, under the “Passaic River Lower 8 Mile Action” folder. 

  

The Community Advisory Group has met on multiple occasions during the public comment 

period. It is my understanding, based on EPA’s communications with the CAG facilitator, that 

the CAG is ready to finalize its comment document with accommodations for minority opinions.  

  

EPA has determined that the 120-day comment period provides sufficient opportunity for 

interested members of the public to submit their comments. 

  

If you have any questions, please contact Alice Yeh, Project Manager for the lower eight miles 

of the Lower Passaic River, at 212-637-4427. 

  

Sincerely yours, 

  

Walter Mugdan, Director 

Emergency and Remedial Response Division 

  

  

From: David Yennior [mailto:dyennior@yahoo.com]  

Sent: Wednesday, August 06, 2014 2:26 AM 

To: Enck, Judith 

Cc: jeff.tittel@sierraclub.org; debbie@nynjbaykeeper.org; Ana Baptista; doug@forumfg.com; Yeh, Alice; 

Harvey Morinstin; Thomas Pietrykoski; Jay N. Meegoda; Lenny Thomas; Jeff Weiss; Kirk Barrett; Ben 

Delisle; Joe Nardone; Arnold Cohen; Robin Dougherty; Roger Ellis; Massiel Ferrara; Maribel Jusino-

Iturralde; James Mack 

Subject: Request to extend the Public Comment Period on the Passaic River Restoration ending August 
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20th for two months 

Importance: High 

  

Dear Regional Director Enck: 

  

I have been a member of the Lower Passaic River Restorations Citizens Advisory Group (CAG) 

for several years.  I am also the Passaic River Issues Coordinator for NJ Sierra and the Chair of 

the Gateway Group representing the greater Newark area.  I have also been a member of the 

Passaic River Alliance, formerly chaired by Thomas Pietrykoski, now working with 

Congressman Pascrell. 

  

As a 17 year resident of Belleville, I see the Passaic River every day, and feel very attached to it, 

have attended Passaic River conferences, seminars, and have studied the history of the Passaic 

River.  I rode the River with the late Dr Ella Fillapone (Passaic River Coalition founder), 

participated in Passaic River Clean Ups, and I am committed to a thorough and complete Passaic 

River Restoration. 

  

I have attended numerous Superfund Site announcements with the late Senator Frank 

Lautenberg, Congressman Pascrell, Senator Cory Booker, the late Congressman Donald Payne, 

and a number of municipal elected official.  I have always been impressed with your dedication 

and leadership.  However, regarding the Passaic River Restoration, the CAG is being rushed to 

submit a Recommendation by August 20.  

  

For several years the CAG has received a great deal of information from your staff at the 

EPA.  The CAG, under the leadership of Ana Baptista and Debbie Mans, has written a Draft 

Recommendation.  However, the NJ Chapter of the Sierra Club and the Passaic River Boat Club 

are NOT in agreement with the Draft recommendation.  Very few people could attend our July 

9th meeting to review and discuss the Draft Recommendation.   

  

There was an excellent Passaic River Restoration Forum at NJIT, cosponsored by the Passaic 

River Coalition, on July 22nd with 80 people in attendance to discuss the impact of Alternative 

3, bank to bank capping of six miles of the River through Newark, Harrison, and Kearny, on 

boating. The CAG has not had an opportunity to hear a report on that Forum.  The Passaic River 

Coalition is still preparing their recommendations. 

  

Emergency Capping was completed at 10.9 mile this past year and as of June 2014 rocks are 

protruding creating a danger to the hulls of boats.  The CAG has NOT received complete 

information about this problem from the EPA.   

  

There are many unanswered questions that the CAG and individual members need to ask your 

staff.  The decision on the Lower 8 miles will be FINAL and will impact Phase 2, the Restoration 

of the upper 9 miles of the Passaic River. 

  

I asked that the CAG meet again in person to discuss these issues.  However, I was informed by 

Co-Chair Ana Baptista yesterday that our facilitator Doug Sarno and Co-Chair Debbie Mans are 

NOT available for our regular August 14th meeting. 

  

Therefore, to discuss the NJIT Forum, to receive a report on the protruding rocks at 10.9, and out 

of respect for the dedicated volunteers on the CAG, NJ Sierra Club, Passaic River Boat Club, 

and Passaic River Coalition, a two month extension is requested. 
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“Anything worth doing, is worth doing right.”― Hunter S. Thompson 
  

Thank you very much, 

  

  

David Yennior, MA 

  

David Yennior, MA 

Sierra Club, NJ Chapter 

Gateway Group Chair 

Passaic River Issues Coordinator 

6 Essex Street #40 

Belleville, NJ 07109 

973-818-6668 

dyennior@gmail.com 

http://newjersey.sierraclub.org/Gateway/ 

  

  

  



   Gateway Group of NJ Sierra 
       6 Essex Street H40 

          Belleville, NJ 07109 

 

19 August 2014 

 

Alice Yeh, Remedial Project Manager 

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 

290 Broadway, 19th Floor 

New York, NY 10007-1866 

 

Re:  Passaic River Restoration 

 

Dear Ms Yeh: 

The Gateway Group of the New Jersey Sierra Club represents some 1,500 
members along the Passaic River.  Our goal is to advocate for the environment, 
while the goal of the Environmental Protection Agency goes further.  The 
Gateway Group opposes the EPA’s “preferred” Alternative 3 regarding the lower 
8 miles of the Passaic River, which dredges the first 2 miles and caps the next 6 
miles of the River.  To our knowledge bank to bank capping of a tidal river 
connected to the Atlantic Ocean has never been done.  We believe capping will 
not work because of flooding, scouring of the River, underwater springs and tidal 
influences will undermine the caps. Capping is being proposed because it is 
cheaper, but will not last since ultimately the caps will fail.  Capping also will 
require expensive maintenance.    

The capping will be very fragile and will not safely contain the toxins.  The recent 
experience at 10.9 mile in Lyndhurst reveals that capping will not work as sand 
washed away exposing rocks that are dangerous to boats and boaters.  Capping 
results in No Wake, No Anchor, and No Development Policies and therefore 
impedes the usage of the Passaic River.  Capping the Passaic River after 50 
years of sedimentation with no dredging dooms the river from ever being the 
great waterway it was.  Alternative 3 sets a bad precedent and is a clear 
message to polluters that they will never be held fully responsible for destroying 
our environment.  Choosing Alternative 3 assures that the next 9 miles of the 
Passaic River will be capped. 



The Gateway Group strongly recommends that the EPA choose Alternative 2, 
which entails a full dredging of the lower 8 miles of the Passaic River and is the 
only true Restoration of our river.  Alternative 2 promotes pleasure and 
commercial boating; restoring the River to its historic vitality, and because of the 
dredging, boats will be able to use the river even at low tides.  Alternative 2 does 
not require restrictions on boating.  Alternative 2 also allows for new boat ramps, 
docks, and development along the river.  Alternative 2 removes all of the 
contaminants and minimizes maintenance.  Alternative 2 fulfills the EPA’s role in 
protecting our waterways.   
 
Under both state and federal law companies that discharge toxic chemicals into 
the environment that cause a loss of public use are assessed with Natural 
Resource Damages. The public fisheries, aquatic ecosystems, wetlands, rivers, 
and estuaries belong to all of us. When a company contaminates and prevents 
the use of that resource they have to pay damages. 

For more than 50 years, pollution has robbed us of the Passaic River. Rivers 
should not be Superfund sites they should be places where people can walk 
along the riverbank, kayak, fish, and swim. We need to clean the river edge to 
edge to remove all the dioxin as well as PCBs, heavy metals, mercury, and 
toxins. We need a thorough clean up that will help return the River back to the 
community and right now EPA’s preferred proposal will not do that.  Only 
Alternative 2 will fully restore the Passaic River. 

Yours truly, 

 

David Yennior, MA 

 
 
 
David Yennior, MA 
Sierra Club, NJ Chapter 
Gateway Group Chair 
Passaic River Issues Coordinator 
6 Essex Street #40 
Belleville, NJ 07109 
973-844-1384 
dyennior@gmail.com 
http://newjersey.sierraclub.org/Gateway/ 
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Yeh, Alice

From: DAVID YENNIOR <dyennior@gmail.com>

Sent: Tuesday, August 19, 2014 1:38 PM

To: Region2 PassaicLower8MileComments

Cc: Yeh, Alice; doug@forumfg.com; debbie@nynjbaykeeper.org; Ana Baptista; Jay N. 

Meegoda; Harvey Morinstin; jeff.tittel@sierraclub.org

Subject: Passaic River Restoration

Attachments: Gateway Group, New Jersey Sierra Club Passaic River Restoration 8-19-14.docx; 

ATT00001.htm

   Gateway Group of NJ Sierra 

       6 Essex Street H40 

 Belleville, NJ 07109 

  

19 August 2014 

  

Alice Yeh, Remedial Project Manager 

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 

290 Broadway, 19th Floor 

New York, NY 10007-1866 

  

Re:  Passaic River Restoration 

  

Dear Ms Yeh: 

The Gateway Group of the New Jersey Sierra Club represents some 1,500 members along the 
Passaic River.  Our goal is to advocate for the environment, while the goal of the Environmental 
Protection Agency goes further.  The Gateway Group opposes the EPA’s “preferred” Alternative 3 
regarding the lower 8 miles of the Passaic River, which dredges the first 2 miles and caps the next 6 
miles of the River.  To our knowledge bank to bank capping of a tidal river connected to the Atlantic 
Ocean has never been done.  We believe capping will not work because of flooding, scouring of the 
River, underwater springs and tidal influences will undermine the caps. Capping is being proposed 
because it is cheaper, but will not last since ultimately the caps will fail.  Capping also will require 
expensive maintenance.    

The capping will be very fragile and will not safely contain the toxins.  The recent experience at 10.9 
mile in Lyndhurst reveals that capping will not work as sand washed away exposing rocks that are 
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dangerous to boats and boaters.  Capping results in No Wake, No Anchor, and No Development 
Policies and therefore impedes the usage of the Passaic River.  Capping the Passaic River after 50 
years of sedimentation with no dredging dooms the river from ever being the great waterway it was.  
Alternative 3 sets a bad precedent and is a clear message to polluters that they will never be held 
fully responsible for destroying our environment.  Choosing Alternative 3 assures that the next 9 miles 
of the Passaic River will be capped. 

The Gateway Group strongly recommends that the EPA choose Alternative 2, which entails a full 
dredging of the lower 8 miles of the Passaic River and is the only true Restoration of our river.  
Alternative 2 promotes pleasure and commercial boating; restoring the River to its historic vitality, and 
because of the dredging, boats will be able to use the river even at low tides.  Alternative 2 does not 
require restrictions on boating.  Alternative 2 also allows for new boat ramps, docks, and development 
along the river.  Alternative 2 removes all of the contaminants and minimizes maintenance.  
Alternative 2 fulfills the EPA’s role in protecting our waterways.   
 
Under both state and federal law companies that discharge toxic chemicals into the environment that 
cause a loss of public use are assessed with Natural Resource Damages. The public fisheries, 
aquatic ecosystems, wetlands, rivers, and estuaries belong to all of us. When a company 
contaminates and prevents the use of that resource they have to pay damages. 

For more than 50 years, pollution has robbed us of the Passaic River. Rivers should not be 
Superfund sites they should be places where people can walk along the riverbank, kayak, fish, and 
swim. We need to clean the river edge to edge to remove all the dioxin as well as PCBs, heavy 
metals, mercury, and toxins. We need a thorough clean up that will help return the River back to the 
community and right now EPA’s preferred proposal will not do that.  Only Alternative 2 will fully 
restore the Passaic River. 

Yours truly, 

  

David Yennior, MA 

  
David Yennior, MA 

Sierra Club, NJ Chapter 
Gateway Group Chair 

Recycling Issues Coordinator 

Passaic River Issues Coordinator 

6 Essex Street #40 

Belleville, NJ 07109 

973-844-1384 

dyennior@gmail.com 
http://newjersey.sierraclub.org/Gateway/ 

 

 

 



   New Jersey Sierra Club 
                             145 West Hanover Street 
                                 Trenton, NJ 08618 

 

19 August 2014 

Alice Yeh, Remedial Project Manager 

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 

290 Broadway, 19th Floor 

New York, NY 10007-1866 

Re:  Passaic River Restoration 

Dear Ms Yeh: 

The New Jersey Sierra Club represents some 20,000 members.  Our goal is to 
advocate for the environment, while the goal of the Environmental Protection 
Agency goes further.  NJ Sierra opposes the EPA’s “preferred” Alternative 3 
regarding the lower 8 miles of the Passaic River, which dredges the first 2 miles 
and caps the next 6 miles of the River.  To our knowledge bank to bank capping 
of a tidal river connected to the Atlantic Ocean has never been done.  We believe 
capping will not work because of flooding, scouring of the River, underwater 
springs and tidal influences will undermine the caps. Capping is being proposed 
because it is cheaper, but will not last since ultimately the caps will fail.  Capping 
also will require expensive maintenance.    

The capping will be very fragile and will not safely contain the toxins.  The recent 
experience at 10.9 mile in Lyndhurst reveals that capping will not work as sand 
washed away exposing rocks that are dangerous to boats and boaters.  Capping 
results in No Wake, No Anchor, and No Development Policies and therefore 
impedes the usage of the Passaic River.  Capping the Passaic River after 50 
years of sedimentation with no dredging dooms the river from ever being the 
great waterway it was.  Alternative 3 sets a bad precedent and is a clear 
message to polluters that they will never be held fully responsible for destroying 
our environment.  Choosing Alternative 3 assures that the next 9 miles of the 
Passaic River will be capped. 

The NJ Sierra Club strongly recommends that the EPA choose Alternative 2, 
which entails a full dredging of the lower 8 miles of the Passaic River and is the 
only true Restoration of our river.  Alternative 2 promotes pleasure and 
commercial boating; restoring the River to its historic vitality, and because of the 
dredging, boats will be able to use the river even at low tides.  Alternative 2 does 
not require restrictions on boating.  Alternative 2 also allows for new boat ramps, 
docks, and development along the river.  Alternative 2 removes all of the 



contaminants and minimizes maintenance.  Alternative 2 fulfills the EPA’s role in 
protecting our waterways.   
 
Under both state and federal law companies that discharge toxic chemicals into 
the environment that cause a loss of public use are assessed with Natural 
Resource Damages. The public fisheries, aquatic ecosystems, wetlands, rivers, 
and estuaries belong to all of us. When a company contaminates and prevents 
the use of that resource they have to pay damages. 

For more than 50 years, pollution has robbed us of the Passaic River. Rivers 
should not be Superfund sites they should be places where people can walk 
along the riverbank, kayak, fish, and swim. We need to clean the river edge to 
edge to remove all the dioxin as well as PCBs, heavy metals, mercury, and 
toxins. We need a thorough clean up that will help return the River back to the 
community and right now EPA’s preferred proposal will not do that.  Only 
Alternative 2 will fully restore the Passaic River. 

Yours truly, 

 

David Yennior, MA 

 
 
 
David Yennior, MA 
Sierra Club, NJ Chapter 
Gateway Group Chair 
Passaic River Issues Coordinator 
6 Essex Street #40 
Belleville, NJ 07109 
973-844-1384 
dyennior@gmail.com 
http://newjersey.sierraclub.org/Gateway/ 
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Yeh, Alice

From: DAVID YENNIOR <dyennior@gmail.com>

Sent: Tuesday, August 19, 2014 1:24 PM

To: Region2 PassaicLower8MileComments

Cc: Yeh, Alice; doug@forumfg.com; debbie@nynjbaykeeper.org; Ana Baptista; Jay N. 

Meegoda; Harvey Morinstin; jeff.tittel@sierraclub.org

Subject: Passaic River Restoration

Attachments: New Jersey Sierra Club Passaic River Restoration 8-19-14.docx; ATT00001.htm

   New Jersey Sierra Club 

                             145 West Hanover Street 

                                 Trenton, NJ 08618 

  

19 August 2014 

 

Alice Yeh, Remedial Project Manager 

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 

290 Broadway, 19th Floor 

New York, NY 10007-1866 

 

Re:  Passaic River Restoration 

 

Dear Ms Yeh: 

The New Jersey Sierra Club represents some 20,000 members.  Our goal is to advocate for the 
environment, while the goal of the Environmental Protection Agency goes further.  NJ Sierra opposes 
the EPA’s “preferred” Alternative 3 regarding the lower 8 miles of the Passaic River, which dredges 
the first 2 miles and caps the next 6 miles of the River.  To our knowledge bank to bank capping of a 
tidal river connected to the Atlantic Ocean has never been done.  We believe capping will not work 
because of flooding, scouring of the River, underwater springs and tidal influences will undermine the 
caps. Capping is being proposed because it is cheaper, but will not last since ultimately the caps will 
fail.  Capping also will require expensive maintenance.    
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The capping will be very fragile and will not safely contain the toxins.  The recent experience at 10.9 
mile in Lyndhurst reveals that capping will not work as sand washed away exposing rocks that are 
dangerous to boats and boaters.  Capping results in No Wake, No Anchor, and No Development 
Policies and therefore impedes the usage of the Passaic River.  Capping the Passaic River after 50 
years of sedimentation with no dredging dooms the river from ever being the great waterway it was.  
Alternative 3 sets a bad precedent and is a clear message to polluters that they will never be held 
fully responsible for destroying our environment.  Choosing Alternative 3 assures that the next 9 miles 
of the Passaic River will be capped. 

The NJ Sierra Club strongly recommends that the EPA choose Alternative 2, which entails a full 
dredging of the lower 8 miles of the Passaic River and is the only true Restoration of our river.  
Alternative 2 promotes pleasure and commercial boating; restoring the River to its historic vitality, and 
because of the dredging, boats will be able to use the river even at low tides.  Alternative 2 does not 
require restrictions on boating.  Alternative 2 also allows for new boat ramps, docks, and development 
along the river.  Alternative 2 removes all of the contaminants and minimizes maintenance.  
Alternative 2 fulfills the EPA’s role in protecting our waterways.   
 
Under both state and federal law companies that discharge toxic chemicals into the environment that 
cause a loss of public use are assessed with Natural Resource Damages. The public fisheries, 
aquatic ecosystems, wetlands, rivers, and estuaries belong to all of us. When a company 
contaminates and prevents the use of that resource they have to pay damages. 

For more than 50 years, pollution has robbed us of the Passaic River. Rivers should not be 
Superfund sites they should be places where people can walk along the riverbank, kayak, fish, and 
swim. We need to clean the river edge to edge to remove all the dioxin as well as PCBs, heavy 
metals, mercury, and toxins. We need a thorough clean up that will help return the River back to the 
community and right now EPA’s preferred proposal will not do that.  Only Alternative 2 will fully 
restore the Passaic River. 

Yours truly,  

David Yennior, MA 

David Yennior, MA 

Sierra Club, NJ Chapter 
Gateway Group Chair 

Passaic River Issues Coordinator 

6 Essex Street #40 

Belleville, NJ 07109 

973-844-1384 

dyennior@gmail.com 

http://newjersey.sierraclub.org/Gateway/  
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Yeh, Alice

From: brook zelcer <huxleycollege@hotmail.com>

Sent: Monday, August 11, 2014 11:19 AM

To: Region2 PassaicLower8MileComments

Subject: Passaic river

 

Please do all you can to ensure a thorough cleanup of the Passaic river.  My grandparents lived on and fished 

the river in the forties and fifties when it still contained a variety of clean water fish species.  The condition of 

the river I love is today just awful. Thank you.  

Brook Zelcer 

River Vale NJ 

 

 

 

Sent from my iPhone 
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.. ' ···'' · ~:~rN~~~r~~~~~~·~~;s;~te:s ~~jor highways 

and bridges on a daily basis for both business and pleasure. I 
am concerned that a bank-to-bank dredge of the Lower Passaic 
River will create tremendous traffic problems on local roads, 
Routes 3, 21, 78, 280 and the New Jersey Turnpike, thereby 
lengthening my daily commute and adversely impacting my 
quality of life. Please reconsider your plans for the bank to bank 
dredge and consider a remedy that will have less adverse 

Jers [esidents and commuter . 

Name: ,t.._.,.(__!__:.~:::::::.---~~~~· ~::t+___:::::::::.i.~_L-.+::::::::....::.~--
Address: ......!!::.:....L.J./-..I.r-. ....;...-J-L~~o....l...,;!:...,L.c..-..I&~..;....;:...::l.4-,.------,=-- _ 

Date: -~.....:.......L.~~~...;e:......:..----L-....IL....lL----loo:::.-LL' ~ Yj£ 



Alice Yeh, Remedial Project Manager 
Environmental Protection Agency 

290 Broadway, 19th Floor 
New York, New York 10007-1866 



.. ~~:~~~.,.p ~:.: .. 
· ·. ·):(~ ·.· · . 
----~ ':.~ · ., Dear Ms. Yeh, 

I live in New Jersey and travel on our State's major highways 
and bridges on a daily basis for both business and pleasure. I 
am concerned that a bank-to-bank dredge of the Lower Passaic 
River will create tremendous traffic problems on local roads, 
Routes 3, 21, 78, 280 and the New Jersey Turnpike, thereby 
lengthening my daily commute and adversely impacting my 
quality of life. Please reconsider your plans for the bank to bank 
dredge and consider a relliedy that will have less adverse 
impacts on New Jersey.felidents and commuters. 

Name: loc'c\ ~ rt 
Address: \qcl V/\ ;V"\ A.-NL 1 'ZD £J.~ W1tJ-s 
Date: ·7 /11/ H. 

1 , 



Alice Yeh, Remedial Project Manager 
Environmental Protection Agency 

290 Broadway, 19th Floor 
New York, New York 1 0007-1866 

1 • 1 lrl· 1 1· 1 ,ll·· 1 '''''l'·'·l,,,,ll·'''''·IU~l'''·''~J, 



Dear Ms. Yeh, 
I am concerned that a bank-to-bank dredge of the Lower Passaic 
River will adversely impact the business community for the 
foreseeable future. This approach could discourage new 
development and futu re investment by existing businesses in 
communities along the River.-Piease consider a remedy that will 
have less adverse impacts orrthe Northern New Jersey business 

community.------------------

Name : J a.n L ~~lhc 

Address '2-~ »-o<3VV~ Lo \.l n1 S S' vu o c_d 

Date: 7/ l~ /l 'f 
1 

L 



Alice Yeh, Remedial Project Manager 
Environmental Protection Agency 

290 Broadway, 19th Floor 
New York, New York 10007-1866 



------__. .. :-

Dear Ms. Yeh, 
I am concerned that a bank-to-bank dredge of the Lower Passaic 
River will adversely impact the business community for the 
foreseeable future. This approach could discourage new 
development and future investment by existing businesses in 
communities along the River. ~ase consider a remedy that will 
have less adverse impacts on the Northern New Jersey business 

community.-------------------

Name: _.ct?ottx....!..I .!..!..LL_LW--.!::!::::~1 .:.::::~.:.2:::::::~ ::::-~f 0~_?----..L_:::=======--
Address: (?D &.,~ ~~ (11 li\.OJU.-A ~®YI -~') 
Date: ____ 7 '+/""""':z.....,s--H/ t_,_tl ________ ____,_ 

I I I -



Alice Yeh, Remedial Project Manager 
Environmental Protection Agency 

290 Broadway, 19th Floor 
New York, New York 10007-1866 



Dear Ms. Yeh, 
I am concerned that a bank-to-bank dredge of the Lower Passaic 
River will adversely impact the business community for the 
foreseeable future. This approach cou ld discourage new 
development and future investment by existing businesses in 
communities along the Riveef>lease consider a remedy that will 
have less adverse impacts the Northern New Jersey business 

community.------------------

Address: i 02-3 Ohio A y e 
I 

Date: ----~.1+/ ~.:;..L---<5..:...,/~· 1_..~~----------
NJ 



Alice Yeh, Remedial Project Manager 
Environmental Protection Agency 

290 Broactway, 19th Floor 
New York, New York 10007-1866 
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oea~Ms. Yeh, 
I am concerned that a bank-to-bank dredge of the Lower Passaic 
River will adversely impact the business community for the 
foreseeable future. This approach could discourage new 
development and future investment by existing businesses in 
communities along the River. Hlease consider a remedy that will 
have less adverse impacts o111tle Northern New Jersey business 

commu~~~~t~n::za-: 
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Alice Yeh, Remedial Project Manager 
Environmental Protection Agency 

290 Broadway, 19th Floor 
New York, New York 10007-1866 



Dear Ms. Yeh, 
I am happy to have a new Veterans Training Center here in 
Newark. The center is employing local veterans, teaching green 
landscaping practices and also helping to supply our food 
programs. It's also part of the Sustainable Remedy for the Lower 
Passaic. I hope you will str - consider this remedy and more 
community-based ecology ~J~~~~grams as you weigh your options 
for cleaning up the Lower Piliisaic River. --------

Name: /n..5. }r;ar-V /?o k/ 
I 

Address:// D~y &-(, ;//2.; 'r /-
Date: £ tf2h:zog:; /U • f · 0 7 D / cfY 



Alice Yeh, Remedial Project Manager 
Environmental Protection Agency 

290 Broadway, 19th Floor 
New York, New York 10007-1866 
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Dear Ms. Yeh, 
I live in New Jersey and travel on our State's major highways 
and bridges on a daily basis for both business and pleasure. I 
am concerned that a bank-to-bank dredge of the Lower Passaic 
River will create tremendous traffic problems on local roads, 
Routes '3, 21, 78, 280 and the New Jersey Turnpike, thereby 
lengthening my daily commute and adversely impacting my 
quality of life. Please reconsider your plans for the bank to bank 
dredge and consider a remedy that will have less adverse 
impacts on New Jersey residents and commuters. 

-- \ · 11 1 I 
Name: \:\C~ .. '\\ d 14 () ,(\., · 

{ q -c I ;sc. J ) /& ( d\ <-¥~r lf:oe-.--</:;:z Y/tt (_../j_.,._ 
; 

Address: 
, 
~ I;~· · Date: ~~ I , -; 
u I 



Alice Yeh, Remedial Project Manager 
Environmental Protection Agency 

290 Broadway, 19th Floor 
New York, NewYork 10007-1866 

".) r. 
c-;::, 

-- ; () 

CJ .C 
:tn 

D ~r c::--
c-' :l'JI 'i ,_, , 

f\..) n !> 
,l::lo. 

c;\;!~ ! 
·-""" , , i 

::t. -~·~--~ 
en ,::· 
r·~ 

-' 
"' 

f ., 



~ 
-- . --"'"'. 

Dear Ms. Yeh, 
I live in New Jersey and travel on our State's major highways 
and bridges on a daily basis for both business and pleasure. I 
am concerned that a bank-to-bank dredge of the Lower Passaic 
River will create tremen~traffic problems on local roads, 
Routes 3, 21, 78, 280 are.e New Jersey Turnpike, thereby 
lengthening my daily co~te and adversely impacting my 
quality of life. Please re~er your plans for the bank to bank 
dredge and consider a remedy that will have less adverse 
impacts on New Jersey residents and commuters. 

Name: _____,B~en'J;'-"lo4,.L.._' ~~=-=------
Address: 5? LamhoviJdy // /11adLIAkJoc/ 1/! .:I-
Date '#:1Pt 1 



Alice Yeh , Remedial Project Manager 
Environmental Protection· Agency 

290 Broadway, 19th Floor 
New York, New York 10007-1866 
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· · ·oear Ms. Yeh, 
I am happy to have a new Veterans Training Center here in 
Newark. The center is employing local veterans, teaching green 
landscaping practices and also helping to supply our food 
programs. It's also part of the Sustainable Remedy for the Lower 
Passaic. I hope you will strongly consider this remedy and more 
community-based ecology programs as you weigh your options 
for cleaning up the Lower Passa ic River. ---------



Alice Yeh, Remedial Project Manager 
Environmental Protection Agency 

290 Broadway, 19th Floor 
New York, New York 10007-1866 
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Dear Ms. Yeh, 
I am happy to have a new Veterans Training Center here in 
Newark. The center is employing local veterans, teaching green 
landscaping practices and also helping to supply our food 
programs. It's also part of the Sustainable Remedy for the Lower 
Passaic. I hope you will strongly consider this remedy and more 
community-based ecology programs as you weigh your options 
for cleaning up the Lower Passaic River. --------
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Alice Yeh, Remedial Project Manager 
Environmental Protection Agency 

290 Broadway, 19th Floor 
New York, New York 10007-1866 
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Dear Ms. Yeh, 
I am happy to have a new Veterans Training Center here in 
Newark. The center is employing local veterans, teaching green 
landscaping practices and also helping to supply our food 
programs. It's also part of the Sustainable Remedy for the Lower 
Passaic. I hope you will strongly consider this remedy and more 
community-based ecology programs as you weigh your options 
for cleaning up the Lower Passaic River. --------

Name:/)Jr, D1~ /W&'ne.s· 
Address: / bd- PocK A-v~, /_sr, ~I J9eiA- 2-

7 
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Alice Yeh, Remedial Project Manager 
Environmental Protection Agency 

290 Broadway, 19th Floor 
New York, New York 10007-1866 
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Dear Ms. Yeh, 
I am happy to have a new Veterans Training Center here in 
Newark. The center is employing local veterans, teaching green 
landscaping practices and also helping to supply our food 
programs. It's also part of t~stainable Remedy for the Lower 
Passaic. I hope you will strongly consider this remedy and more 
community-based ecology ~rams as you weigh your options 
for cleaning up the Lower Passaic River. ----=--~---

:::. +-h l' ,. s t'Y\ 0 

Address . l \1 l><A-v k. 

Date: _.=.g..._\ ~-\-'--t-~......_· ...... ·---------
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Al ice Yeh, Remedial Project Manager 
Environmental Protection Agency 

290 Broadway, 19th Floor 
New York, New York 10007-1866 
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Dear M~~·v~h, 
'Iff,., •. •, • 

I am happy t6lfave a ·new Veterans Training Center here in 
Newark. The center is employing local veterans, teaching green 
landscaping practices and also helping to supply our food 
programs. It's also part of the Sustainable Remedy for the Lower 
Passaic. I hope you will strongi-y consider this remedy and more 
community-based ecology programs as you weigh your options 
for cleaning up the Lower Passa ic River. --------

Na~e: 7E £ 6'7. 4 ~K 
Address : /-7 $.R..hm/~£/feP -£~· !:..'7/fL 
Date : ~ ~ 2t~y' 



Alice Yeh, Remedial Project Manager 
Environmental Protection Agency 

290 Broadway, 19th Floor 
New York, New York 10007-1866 
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Dear Ms. Yeh, 
I live in New Jersey and travel on our State's major highways 
and bridges on a daily basis for both business and pleasure. I 
am concerned that a bank-to-bank dredge of the Lower Passaic 
River will create tremendous traffic problems on local roads, 
Routes 3, 21 , 78, 280 and the New Jersey Turnpike, thereby 
lengthening my daily commute and adversely impacting my 
quality of life. Please reconsider your plans for the bank to bank 
dredge and consider a remedy that will have less adverse 
impacts on New Jersey resident~mmuters . 

Name: fr!ZtN/1 KoBw-



Alice Yeh, Remedial Project Manager 
Environmental Protection Agency 

290 Broadway, 19th Floor 
New York, New York 10007-1866 
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D~ar Ms. Yeh, 
I live in New Jersey and travel on our State's major highways 
and bridges on a daily basis for both business and pleasure. I 
am concerned that a bank-to-bank dredge of the Lower Passaic 
River will create tremendous traffic problems on local roads, 
Routes 3, 21 , 78, 280 and the New Jersey Turnpike, thereby 
lengthening my daily commute and adversely impacting my 
quality of life. Please reconsider your plans for the bank to bank 
dredge and consider a remedy that will have less adverse 
impacts on New Jersey residents and commuters. 

Name rn~f1 S:!Jj llinC) 
Address: /() I ()/d Yv,r/(_ Rd oB5?1 
Date: ejqjJ~· 
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Alice Yeh, Remedial Project Manager 
Environmental Protection Agency 

290 Broadway, 19th Floor 
NewYork, New York 10007-1866 
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Dear Ms. Yeh, ..... _ -~ · 

,,., .. :· 
I live in New Jersey and travel on our State's major highways 
and bridges on a daily basis for both business and pleasure. I 
am concerned that a bank-to-bank dredge of the Lower Passaic 
River will create tremendous traffic problems on local roads, 
Routes 3, 21 , 78, 280 and the New Jersey Turnpike, thereby 
lengthening my daily commute and adversely impacting my 
quality of life. Please reconsider your plans for the bank to bank 
dredge and consider a remedy that will have less adverse 
impacts on New Jersey residents and commuters. 

Name: HA<Z \L t0EQ q>.._) 

Address: Y \ C o\ \ S \ ~e. 

Date: 8' - '1 - ~o ~ j 



Alice Yeh, Remedial Project Manager 
Environmental Protection Agency 

290 Broadway, 19th Floor 
New York, New York 1 0007-1866 
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Dear Ms. Yeh, 
I am happy to have a new Veterans Training Center here in 
Newark. The center is employing local veterans, teaching green 
landscaping practices and also helping to supply our food 
programs. It's also part of the Sustainable Remedy for the Lower 
Passaic. I hope you will strongly consider this remedy and more 
community-based ecology programs as you weigh your options 
for cleaning up the Lower Passaic River. ---------

Name: _ ___,_Q _c..;_) ..::o...J .;_r ·""'-'---=L'-~-.. l ....;..( ..._s:. .;_r (;.._} ______ _ 

Address: __ :::.>_ ""'_\_.;_· --·~_v___:.ll_"'-_c_f.:...d __ C .... ;-...... , _ _.[1'---'o.'-i.'-c.:.-.A~ .... "r, '"""tu....;...:;)_ 0 7 7 t.f7 
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Alice Yeh, Remedial Project Manager 
Environmental Protection Agency 

290 Broadway, 19th Floor 
New York, New York 10007-1866 
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Dear Ms. Yeh, 
I am happy to have a new Veterans Training Center here in 
Newark. The center is employing local veterans, teaching green 
landscaping practices and also helping to supply our food 
programs. It's also part of the Sustainable Remedy for the Lower 
Passaic. I hope you will strongly consider this remedy and more 
community-based ecology programs as you weigh your options 
for cleaning up the Lower Passaic River. ---------
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Alice Yeh, Remedial Project Manager 
Environmental Protection Agency 

290 Broadway, 19th Floor 
New York, New York 10007-1866 
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. ~ -Dear Ms. Yeh, .. 

I am happy to have a new Veterans Training Center here in 
Newark. The center is employing local veterans, teaching green 
landscaping practices and also helping to supply our food 
programs. It's also part of the Sustainable Remedy for the Lower 
Passaic. I hope you will strongly consider this remedy and more 
community-based ecology programs as you weigh your options 
for cleaning up the Lower Passaic River. ---------

Name : ~~---~~~~~---~---t~-+~--
Address: ----'+--=;;....:..;...;....:......o-;;;,;Y'\__,_,_e_ f/ __ ~ __ e ,._;? _ _;,----_l --~-·_', +--'-:j___;;,.J-_~_7_11 1 
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Alice Yeh, Remedial Project Manager 
Environmental Protection Agency 

290 Broadway, 19th Floor 
New York, New York 10007-1866 
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Dear Ms. Yeh, -~~ 
I am happy to have a new Vete~a-~raining Center here in 
Newark. The center is employing lo~al veterans, teaching green 
landscaping practices and also helping to supply our food 
programs. It's also part of the Sustainable Remedy for the Lower 
Passaic. I hope you will strongly consider this remedy and more 
community-based ecology programs as you weigh your options 
for cleaning up the Lower Passaic River. ---------

Name: :l?c:,oy ~ 

Address: <2lS y.,lh \3-e. Y"'~t C..ily j 1\13" 

oate: --=-f\...;.;a~· --=-'..:.c'-i1~,;,j3.:1o.::o""i:,_~+-------------
C')-30~ 



Alice Yeh, Remedial Project Manager 
Envi ronmental Protection Agency 

290 Broadway, 19th Floor 
New York, New York 1 0007-1866 
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.. ~~~~~~~~,. -~ """"" .. · .~ ---' · -Dear Ms. Yeh -<0>_ 

,.-.. ""tf\l., ' --1, _..., - . . , ... -- r-·1 am happy to have a new Veterans Tra1n1ng Center here 1n 
- Newark_ The center is employing local veterans, teaching green 

landscaping practices and also helping to supply our food 
programs. It's also part of the Sustainable Remedy for the Lower 
Passaic. I hope you will strongly consider this remedy and more 
community-based ecology programs as you weigh your options 
for cleaning up the Lower Passaic River_ --------

Name: B y £ T 122 e s 
(_ 

AddressS9 J3 ~1;/<:~/e Y 7 ~ r r 
-1- r U IN f':/- CJ I(J )Jij- Cl '7 // ( 

Date : __ ~~-~-~--------------
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Al ice Yeh, Remedial Project Manager 
Environmental Protection Agency 

290 Broadway, 19th Floor 
New York, New York 10007-1866 
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Dear Ms. Yeh, 
I live in New Jersey and travel on our State's major highways 
and bridges on a daily basis for both business and pleasure. I 
am concerned that a bank-to-bank dredge of the Lower Passaic 
River will create tremendous traffic problems on local roads, 
Routes 3, 21 , 78, 280 and the New Jersey Turnpike, thereby 
lengthening my daily commute and adversely impacting my 
quality of life. Please reconsider your plans for the bank to bank 
dredge and consider a remedy that will have less adverse 
impacts on Ne J sidents and commuters. 
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Al ice Yeh, Remedial Project Manager 
Environmental Protection Agency 

290 Broadway, 19th Floor 
New York, NewYork 10007-1866 
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Dear Ms. Yeh, 
I live in New Jersey and travel on our State's major highways 
and bridges on a daily basis for both business and pleasure. I 
am concerned that a bank-to-bank dredge of the Lower Passaic 
River will create tremendous traffic problems on local roads , 
Routes 3, 21 , 78, 280 and the Na. Jersey Turnpike, thereby 
lengthening my daily commute and adversely impacting my 
quality of life. Please reconsider your plans for the bank to bank 
dredge and consider a remedy that will have less adverse 

:::~1t·s;~ ~vJ~v~ m 1 
Date ~ Jy2o/'{ 1
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Alice Yeh, Remedial Project Manager 
Environmental Protection Agency 

290 Broadway, 19th Floor 
New York, New York 1 0007-1866 
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Dear Ms. Yeh, 
I am happy to have a new Veterans Training Center here in 
Newark. The center is employing local veterans, teaching green 
landscaping practices and also helping to supply our food 
programs. It's also part of the Sustainable Remedy for the Lower 
Passaic. I hope you will strongly Gonsider this remedy and more 
community-based ecology programs as you weigh your options 
for cleaning up the Lower Passaic River. ---------

Name: __ ~~V~'~n--~~~~~~~~-~------------------
Address : _....::;j....::;Z,--r-'E;;;....oj-'-''(,=j_..J-v,I..L..-f.. _______ _ 

Date : __ ____::.r..;.../_1 {)_1_,11~-.i _________ __ 
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Alice Yeh, Remedial Project Manager 
Environmental Protection Agency 

290 Broadway, 19th Floor 
New York, New York 10007-1866 



Dear Ms. Yeh, 
I live in New Jersey and travel on our State's major highways 
and bridges on a daily basis for both business and pleasure. I 
am concerned that a bank-to-bank dredge of the Lower Passaic 
River will create tremendous traffic problems on local roads, 
Routes 3, 21 , 78 , 280 and the New Jersey Turnpike, thereby 
lengthening my daily commute and adversely impacting my 
quality of life . Please reconsider your plans for the bank to bank 
dredge and consider a remedy that will have less adverse 
impacts on New Jersey residents and commuters. 

Name: _C_>o_<-.........:::1=--_~ __ ,.._P_e.-_J _ _____ _ 

Address: 3 .;- C oL T.\ 

Date: 8'--'1 ... 1 y 



Alice Yeh, Remedial Project Manager 
Environmental Protection Agency 

290 Broadway, 19th Floor 
New York, New York 10007-1866 
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Dear Ms. Yeh, 
I am happy to have a new Veterans Training Center here in 
Newark. The center is employing local veterans, teaching green 
landscaping practices and also helping to supply our food 
programs. It's also part of the Sustainable Remedy for the Lower 
Passaic. I hope you will strongly consider this remedy and more 
community-based ecology programs as you weigh your options 

for cleaning up the Lower Passaic River. ---------
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Alice Yeh, Remedial Project Manager 
Environmental Protection Agency 

290 Broadway, 19th Floor 
New York, New York 10007-1866 
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I am happy to have a new Veterans Training Center here in 
Newark. The center is employing local veterans, teaching green 
landscaping practices and also helping to supply our food 
programs. It's also part of the Sustainable Remedy for the Lower 
Passaic. I hope you will strongly consider this remedy and more 
community-based ecology programs as you weigh your options 
for cleaning up the Lower Passaic River.---------
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Alice Yeh, Remedial Project Manager 
Environmental Protection Agency 

290 Broadway, 19th Floor 
New Y ark, New Y ark 1 0007-1866 
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Dear Ms. Yeh, 
I am happy to have a new Veterans Training Center here in 
Newark. The center is employing local veterans, teaching green 
landscaping practices and also helping to supply our food 
programs. It's also part of the Sustainable Remedy for the Lower 
Passaic. I hope you will strongly consider this remedy and more 
community-based ecology programs as you weigh your options 

for cleaning up the Lower Passaic River. --------

Name : !YJ t c fi ~r ~ 
Address: !Cuu v 

Date: ?1 '7 L 
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Alice Yeh, Remedial Project Manager 
Environmental Protection Agency 

290 Broadway, 19th Floor 
New York, New York 10007-1866 
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Dear Ms. Yeh, 
I am happy to have a new Veterans Training Center here in 
Newark. The center is employing local veterans, teaching green 
landscaping practices and also helping to supply our food 
programs. It's also part of the Sustainable Remedy for the Lower 
Passaic. I hope you will strongly consider this remedy and more 
community-based ecology programs as you weigh your options 

for cleaning up the Lower Passaic River. --------

,., c:_- " . 
Nam:J D ;":: ( ._../htvC: k t: L-

Address: %/ W - /< I t,C IL G- Y 
L 

Date: Y- \ ~ -- \'-\ • 



Alice Yeh, Remedial Project Manager 
Environmental Protection Agency 

290 Broadway, 19th Floor 
New York, New York 10007-1866 
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Dear Ms. Yeh, 
I am happy to have a new Veterans Training Center here in 
Newark. The center is employing local veterans, teaching green 
landscaping practices and also helping to supply our food 
programs. It 's also part of the Sustainable Remedy for the Lower 
Passaic. I hope you will strongly consider this remedy and more 
community-based ecology programs as you weigh your options 

for cleaning up the Lower Passaic River. --------



~-· 

Alice Yeh, Remedial Project Manager 
Environmental Protection Agency 

290 Broadway, 19th Floor 
New York, New York 10007-1866 
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; .. Dear Ms. Yeh 
· '"-~"· d '· "'··· · ' 

I am happy to have a new Veterans Training Center here in 
Newark. The center isemploying local veterans, teaching green 
landscaping practices and also helping to supply our food 
programs. It's also part of the Sustainable Remedy for the Lower 
Passaic. I hope you will strongly consider this remedy and more 
community-based ecology programs as you weigh your options 

for cleaning up the Lower Passaic River. --------

f ' . . Name : / ,:c.n i.V'? .... 
Address no vl-1. ,1\.AC:C{/.1<"" A~ N~ ... ..l j ..r-k. A.IJ" 07 l, l1... 

Date: ;? ft 7. - /1 t--f 
r I 



Alice Yeh, Remedial Project Manager 
Environmental Protection Agency 

290 Broadway, 19th Floor 
New York, New York 10007-1866 
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Dear Ms. Yeh, 
I am happy to have a new Veterans Training Center here in 
Newark. The center is employing local veterans, teaching green 
landscaping practices and also helping to supply our food 
programs. It's also part of the Sustainable Remedy for the Lower 
Passaic. I hope you will strongly consider this remedy and more 
community-based ecology programs as you weigh your options 

for cleaning up the Lower Passaic River. --------



Alice Yeh, Remedial Project Manager 
Environmental Protection Agency 

290 Broadway, 19th Floor 
New York, New York 10007-1866 
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Dear Ms. Yeh, 
I am happy to have a new Veterans Training Center here in 
Newark. The center is employing local veterans, teaching green 
landscaping practices and also helping to supply our food 
programs It's also part of the Sustainable Remedy for the Lower 
Passaic. I hope you will strongly consider this remedy and more 
community-based ecology programs as you weigh your options 

for cleaning up the Lower Passaic River. --------

t"v in lttJl l' ~ Name: I.._ Vl ~ - vt... 
- r_ .~, 

Address fa 5 J fdZ u t)(2_ 

Date: \'- I 2._ -·· ( tf 



Alice Yeh, Remedial Project Manager 
Environmental Protection Agency 

290 Broadway, 19th Floor 
New York, New York 10007-1866 
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bear Ms. Yeh, 
I am happy to have a new Veterans Training Center here in 
Newark. The center is employing local veterans, teaching green 
landscaping practices and also helping to supply our food 
programs. It's also part of the Sustainable Remedy for the Lower 
Passaic. I hope you will strongly consider this remedy and more 
community-based ecology programs as you weigh your options 

for cleaning up the Lower Passaic River. --------

Name s£A!(t rrA /lou IE 
Address 'J,),{) flo$ f l ( r U7 'T [;/ U Jv'l tfjc17 

Date ! - l ]. - J 0 f Lj 



Alice Yeh, Remedial ProJect Manager 
Environmental Protection Agency 

290 Broadway, 19th Floor 
New York, New York 10007-1866 
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.Dear Ms. Yeh, 
I am happy to have a new Veterans Training Center here in 
Newark. The center is employing local veterans, teaching green 
landscaping practices and also helping to supply our food 
programs. It's also part of the Sustainable Remedy for the Lower 
Passaic. I hope you will strongly consider this remedy and more 
community-based ecology programs as you weigh your options 

for cleaning up the Lower Passaic River. --------

~ ..... ~ I · f 0 {0 n 
Name '];n ~sftl\_ wc1 \t~ 

(p~ IO~l G ;;{;~ Address 

~- tJ __ ,.t,.,.., 
Date: __________ ~~------------



Alice Yeh, Remedial Project Manager 
Environmental Protection Agency 

290 Broadway, 19th Floor 
New York, New York 10007-1866 
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Dear M's. Yeh, 
I am happy to have a new Veterans Training Center here in 
Newark. The center is employing local veterans, teaching green 
landscaping practices and also helping to supply our food 
programs. It's also part of the Sustainable Remedy for the Lower 
Passaic. I hope you will strongly consider this remedy and more 
community-based ecology programs as you weigh your options 

for cleaning up the Lower Passaic River. - -------

Name : \/A) ~IE 'ITJ )/11/J.N 
Address: {/JJ/ })_, f\1~ - BL'll) Afl- c9.( J) , .A.,{J 
Date : 3' J / J-. / / Y 



Alice Yeh, Remedial Project Manager 
Environmental Protection Agency 

290 Broadway, 19th Floor 
New York, New York 10007-1866 
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Dear Ms. Yeh, 
I am happy to have a new Veterans Training Center here in 
Newark. The center is employing local veterans, teaching green 
landscaping practices and also helping to supply our food 
programs It's also part of the Sustainable Remedy for the Lower 
Passaic. I hope you will strongly consider this remedy and more 
community-based ecology programs as you weigh your options 

for cleaning up the Lower Passaic River. ---------



Alice Yeh, Remedial Project Manager 
Environmental Protection Agency 

290 Broadway, 19th Floor 
New York, New York 10007-1866 
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Dear Ms. Yeh, 
I am happy to have a new Veterans Training Center here in 
Newark. The center is employing local veterans, teaching green 
landscaping practices and also helping to supply our food 
programs. It's also part of the Sustainable Remedy for the Lower 
Passaic. I hope you will strongly consider this remedy and more 
community-based ecology programs as you weigh your options 
for clea in u the ~ower P~ 

Name: /39-:Ynl tL bwJ:r 
Address: k fJ f!/t .f!A ~~ td-
Date : ( ~ /l- ~/ ,t 



Alice Yeh, Remedial Project Manager 
Environmental Protection Agency 

290 Broadway, 19th Floor 
New York, New York 10007-1866 
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Dear Ms. Yeh, 
I am happy to have a new Veterans Training Center here in 
Newark. The center is employing local veterans, teaching green 
landscaping practices and also helping to supply our food 
programs. It's also part of the Sustainable Remedy for the Lower 
Passaic. I hope you will strongly consider this remedy and more 
community-based ecology programs as you weigh your options 

for cleaning up the Lower Passaic River. ---------



Alice Yeh, Remedial Project Manager 
Environmental Protection Agency 

290 Broadway, 19th Floor 
New York, New York 10007-1866 
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Dear Ms. Yeh, 
I am happy to have a new Veterans Training Center here in 
Newark. The center is employing local veterans, teaching green 
landscaping practices and also helping to supply our food 
programs. It's also part of the Sustainable Remedy for the Lower 
Passaic. I hope you will strongly consider this remedy and more 
community-based ecology programs as you weigh your options 

for cleaning up the Lower Passaic River. --------
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Alice Yeh, Remedial Project Manager 
Environmental Protection Agency 

290 Broadway, 19th Floor 
New York, New York 10007-1866 
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Dear Ms. Yeh, 
I am happy to have a new Veterans Training Center here in 
Newark. The center is employing local veterans, teaching green 
landscaping practices and also helping to supply our food 
programs. It's also part of the Sustainable Remedy for the Lower 
Passaic. I hope you will strongly consider this remedy and more 
community-based ecology programs as you weigh your options 

for cleaning up the Lower Passaic River. --------

Address : 1--. ~-~ fV .,...e_..z • .tzj.h ..Jt {/('~. J{f. tJ 
Date Y- / 2 -. I :..-f 
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Alice Yeh, Remedial Project Manager 
Environmental Protection Agency 

290 Broadway, 19th Floor 
New York, New York 10007-1866 
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Dear Ms. Yeh, 
I am happy to have a new Veterans Training Center here in 
Newark. The center is employing local veterans, teaching green 
landscaping practices and also helping to supply our food 
programs It's also part of the Sustainable Remedy for the Lower 
Passaic. I hope you will strongly consider this remedy and more 
community-based ecology programs as you weigh your options 

for cleaning up the Lower Passaic River. --------

Name ~{g 1 -CUj') tIe p -Lv:__f"~:fo n 
Address .£4' Ll C~cYJLO Sseve_T'_b ) Nt!AiY!F~ ~.J....J~ 
Date _ .....:<g"---____;.(.....;d.,;_·;_· ·_ ! t.....,.-(_

1 
----------



Alice Yeh, Remedial Project Manager 
Environmental Protection Agency 

290 Broadway, 19th Floor 
New York, New York 10007-1866 
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Dear Ms. Yeh, 
I am happy to have a new Veterans Training Center here in 
Newark. The center is employing local veterans, teaching green 
landscaping practices and also helping to supply our food 
programs. It's also part of the Sustainable Remedy for the Lower 
Passaic. I hope you will strongly consider this remedy and more 
community-based ecology programs as you weigh your options 

for cleaning up the Lower Passaic River. --------

Name fl;/o ;JI/1 ?Prg'D " 
Address /0 hV J?o r26

7
k - lfp;t bol 

Date: g b tJ ~ J. !(! ----- +Oir;b y A~ ·± 
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Alice Yeh, Remedial Project Manager 
Environmental Protection Agency 

290 Broadway, 19th Floor 
New York, New York 10007-1866 
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~ b~ar Ms. Yeh, 
I am happy to have a new Veterans Training Center here in 
Newark. The center is employing local veterans, teaching green 
landscaping practices and also helping to supply our food 
programs It's also part of the Sustainable Remedy for the Lower 
Passaic. I hope you will strongly consider this remedy and more 
community-based ecology programs as you weigh your options 

for cleaning up the Lower Passaic River. --------
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Alice Yeh, Remedial Project Manager 
Environmental Protection Agency 

290 Broadway, 19th Floor 
New York, New York 10007-1866 
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Dear Ms. Yeh, 
I am happy to have a new Veterans Training Center here in 
Newark. The center is employing local veterans, teaching green 
landscaping practices and also helping to supply our food 
programs It's also part of the Sustainable Remedy for the Lower 
Passaic. I hope you will strongly consider this remedy and more 
community-based ecology programs as you weigh your options 

for cleaning up the Lower Passaic Rive r. - -------

Name: -··p;; O~t!'tA cor~v " 
Address /3/ sll;z-gc.t&,rr1:; ,S L) -e ' 

Date: 9 7.3----- fl 7 ~ - 760W---

CJ?-lof: 
oft-3~ 



Alice Yeh, Remedial Project Manager 
Environmental Protection Agency 

290 Broadway, 19th Floor 
New York, New York 10007-1866 
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Dear Ms. Yeh, 
.. ~ ~: I am happy to have a new Veterans Training Center here in 

... ~.r · .Newark The center is employing local veterans, teaching green 
landscaping practices and also helping to supply our food 
programs. It's also part of the Sustain~ble Remedy for the Lower 
Passaic. I hope you will strongly consid~r Jhis remedy and more 
community-based ecology programs as you weigh your options 

for cleaning up the Lower Passaic River. --------



Alice Yeh, Remedial Project Manager 
Environmental Protection Agency 

290 Broadway, 19th Floor 
New York, New York 10007-1866 
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Dear Ms. Yeh, 

• · '"=- , . 
~--· "f .... 

--
~'~ ;~~:~ . 

I am happy to have a new Veterao -,_- Training Center here in 
Newark_ The center is employing local veterans, teaching green 
landscaping practices and also helping to supply our food 
programs_ It's also part of the Sustainable Remedy for the Lower 
Passaic_ I hope you will strongly consider this remedy and more 
community-based ecology programs as you weigh your options 

for cleaning up the Lower Passaic River. --------



Alice Yeh, Remedial Project Manager 
Environmental Protection Agency 

290 Broadway, 19th Floor 
New York, New York 10007-1866 



Dear Ms. Yeh, 
I am happy to have a new Veterans Training Center here in 
Newark. The center is employing local veterans, teaching green 
landscaping practices and also helping to supply our food 
programs. It '~ also part of the Sustainat _ -=?emedy .for the Lower 
Passaic. I hope you will sl:IL ~ consider th is remedy and more 
community-based ecolo~rams as you weigh your options 

for cleaning up the LowerBissaic River. ---------
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Alice Yeh, Remedial Project Manager 
Environmental Protection Agency 

290 Broadway, 19th Floor 
New York, New York 10007-1866 
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\f_c./t- ~~~t'CS 
Dear Ms. Yeh, 
I am happy to have a new Veterans Training Center here in 
Newark. The center is employing local veterans, teaching green 
landscaping practices and also helping to supply our food 
programs. It's also part of the Sustainable Remedy for the Lower 
Passaic. I hope you will strongly consider this remedy and more 
community-based ecology programs as you weigh your options 

for cleaning up the Lower Passaic River. --------



71 9E.E.9'3 

Alice Yeh, Remedia l Project Manager 
Environmental Protection Agency 

290 Broadway, 19th Floor 
New York, New York 10007-1866 
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· ····~ _ Dear Ms. Yeh, 
'i• ,. •.. - ' I am happy to have a new Veterans Training Center here in 

Newark. The center is employing local veterans, teaching green 
landscaping practices and also helping to supply our food 
programs. It's also part of the Sustainable Remedy for the Lower 
Passaic. I hope you will strongly consider this remedy and more 
community-based ecology programs as you weigh your options 

for cleaning up the Lower Passaic River. ---------



l.2 AUG .2014l"1M 1 1. 

Alice Yeh, Remedial Project Manager 
Environmental Protection Agency 

290 Broadway, 19th Floor 
New York, New York 10007-1866 
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Dear Ms. Yeh, 
I am happy to have a new Veterans Training Center here in 
Newark. The center is employing local veterans, teaching green 
landscaping practices and also helping to supply our food 
programs. It's also part of the Sustainable Remedy for the Lower 
Passaic. I hope you will strongly consider this remedy and more 
community-based ecology programs as you weigh your options 

for cleaning up the Lower Passaic River. --------

Name: frl i 5~ fstn .e/v IN 1, I { / ?7 rn s 
Address/Z2 &t£,f .erVl f_~Wr7'J NW/(N:{ 

<t/1 2- I i 1 6 7 1 ()~ Date: 



Alice Yeh, Remedial Project Manager 
Environmental Protection Agency 

290 Broadway, 19th Floor 
New York, New York 10007-1866 
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Dear Ms. Yeh, to,;. .. -;. ....... --

'C • : _ ~·-

1 am happy to have a new Veteransi raining Center here in 
Newark. The center is employing local veterans, teaching green 
landscaping practices and also helping to supply our food 
programs. It's also part of the Sustainable Remedy for the Lower 
Passaic. I hope you will strongly consider this remedy and more 
community-based ecology programs as you weigh your options 

for cleaning up the Lower Passaic River. --------



Alice Yeh, Remedial Project Manager 
Environmental Protection Agency 

290 Broadway, 19th Floor 
New York, New York 10007-1866 



Dear Ms. Yeh, 
I am happy to have a new Veterans Training Center here in 
Newark. The center is employing local veterans, teaching green 
landscaping practices and also helping to supply our food 
programs. It's also part of the Sustainable Remedy for the Lower 
Passaic. I hope you will strongly consider this remedy and more 
community-based ecology programs as you weigh your options 

for cleaning up the Lower Passaic River. --------

Name: S'oe,oo jeffe.rson 
Address:c:Xao .s±1rltn9 Ovenu~) 
Date : QlAgu.s± I a' t20 ltf 



Alice Yeh, Remedial Project Manager 
Environmental Protection Agency 

290 Broadway, 19th Floor 
New York, New York 10007-1866 
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Dear Ms. Yeh, 
I am happy to have a new Veterans Training Center here in 
Newark. The center is employing local veterans, teaching green 
landscaping practices and also helping to supply our food 
programs. It's also part of the Sustainable Remedy for the Lower 
Passaic. I hope you will strongly consider this remedy and more 
community-based ecology programs as you weigh your options 

for cleaning up the Lower Passaic River. --------
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Alice Yeh, Remedial Project Manager 
Environmental Protection Agency 

290 Broadway, 19th Floor 
New York, New York 10007-1866 
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Dear Ms. Yeh, 
I am happy to have a new Veterans Training Center here in 
Newark. The center is employing local veterans, teaching green 
landscaping practices and also helping to supply our food 
programs. It's also part of the Sustainable Remedy for the Lower 
Passaic. I hope you will strongly consider this remedy and more 
community-based ecology programs as you weigh your options 

for cleaning up the Lower Passaic River. --------



Alice Yeh, Remedial Project Manager 
Environmental Protection Agency 

290 Broadway, 19th Floor 
New York, New York 10007-1866 
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.... Dear Ms. Yeh, 
I am happy to have a new Veterans Training Center here in 
Newark. The center is employing local veterans, teaching green 
landscaping practices and also helping to supply our food 
programs. It's also part of the Sustainable Remedy for the Lower 
Passaic. I hope you will strongly consider this remedy and more 
community-based ecology programs as you weigh your options 

for cleaning up the Lower Passaic River. --------

Name uJA11-1 At 6~:ck~r1Y'J 
Address / ~ ~ .S:.. f'l/"' /)~ A..tz_ 
Date t; -~Jf 



Alice Yeh, Remedial Project Manager 
Environmental Protection Agency 

290 Broadway, 19th Floor 
New York, New York 10007-1866 
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> Oear Ms. Yeh, 
I am happy to have a new Veterans Training Center here in 
Newark. The center is employing local veterans, teaching green 
landscaping practices and also helping to supply our food 
programs. It's also part of the Sustainable Remedy for the Lower 
Passaic. I hope you will strongly consider this remedy and more 
community-based ecology programs as you weigh your options 

for cleaning up the Lower Passaic River. --------

Date: __ '6_-__;.1_2_~· .... '_..4--__________ _ 



Alice Yeh, Remedial Project Manager 
Environmental Protection Agency 

290 Broadway, 19th Floor 
New York, New York 10007-1866 



-\~ :~r ~~::·;~ Dear Ms. Yeh, 
' •;,,. ..i:, Lam happy to have a new Veterans Training Center here in 

\ A ,·-

~\; · · Newark. The center is employing local veterans, teaching green 
landscaping practices and also helping to supply our food 
programs It's also part of the Sustainable Remedy for the Lower 
Passaic. I hope you will strongly consider this remedy and more 
community-based ecology programs as you weigh your options 

for cleaning up the Lower Passaic River. --------



Alice Yeh, Remedial Project Manager 
Environmental Protection Agency 

290 Broadway, 19th Floor 
New York, New York 10007-1866 
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Dear Ms. Yeh, 
I am happy to have a new Veterans Training Center here in 
Newark. The center is employing local veterans, teaching green 
landscaping practices and also helping to supply our food 
programs It's also part of the Sustainable Remedy for the Lower 
Passaic. I hope you will strongly consider this remedy and more 
community-based ecology programs as you weigh your options 

for cleaning up the Lower Passaic River. --------



Alice Yeh, Remedial Project Manager 
Environmental Protection Agency 

290 Broadway, 19th Floor 
New York, New York 10007-1866 
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Dear Ms. Yeh, 
I am happy to have a new Veterans Training Center here in 
Newark. The center is employing local veterans, teaching green 
landscaping practices and also helping to supply our food 
programs. It's also part of the Sustainable Remedy for the Lower 
Passaic. I hope you will strongly consider this remedy and more 
community-based ecology programs as you weigh your options 

for cleaning up the Lower Passaic River. --------

Jame: ·~/4--U ,'f\ ~ ~ 4'f J_ ~ j, A-6 JvF-
Address l '1 L. i~c.W1~ s r. I N ~ k} N 5, 

Date ~ / I Y / ( v{ . 



Alice Yeh, Remedial Project Manager 
Environmental Protection Agency 

290 Broadway, 19th Floor 
New York, New York 10007-1866 



Dear Ms. Yeh, 
I am happy to have a new V~rans Tra ining Center here in 
Newark. The center is employing local veterans, teaching green 
landscaping practices and also helping to supply our food 
programs. It's also part of the Sustainable Remedy for the Lower 
Passaic. I hope you will strongly consider this remedy and more 
community-based ecology programs as you weigh your options 

for cleaning up the Lower Passaic River. --------

Name: ____.,D""o..~-...L.n.......___._f--', ...... ~""-, ---=-f"" _______ _ 

Address: > ll n l$toad vv-Q._Y' t N~~ tJu 
Date - +-Dr-t+-/"'-'L _2 +/...:;;;.L_y .........__ ______ _ 



Alice Yeh, Remedial Project Manager 
Environmental Protection Agency 

290 Broadway, 19th Floor 
New York, New York 10007-1866 
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Dear Ms. Yeh, 
I am happy to have a new Veterans,Training Center here in 
Newark. The center is employing local veterans, teaching green 
landscaping practices and also helpi~g to supply our food 
programs. It's also part of the Sustainable Remedy for the Lower 
Passaic. I hope you will strongly consider this remedy and more 
community-based ecology programs as you weigh your options 

for cleaning up the Lower Passaic River. ---------

Name ______ ~--------------

Address: ___________________ __ 

Date: _____________________ ___ 
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Alice Yeh, Remedial Project Manager 
Environmental Protection Agency 

290 Broadway, 19th Floor 
New York, New York 10007-1866 
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Dear Ms. Yeh, 
I am happy to have a new Veterans Training Center here in 
Newark. The center is employing local veterans, teaching green 
landscaping practices and also helping to supply our food 
programs. It's also part of the Sustainable Remedy for the Lower 
Passaic. I hope you will strongly consider this remedy and more 
community-based ecology programs as you weigh your options 

for cleaning up the Lower Passaic River --------
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Alice Yeh, Remedial Project Manager 
Environmental Protection Agency 

290 Broadway, 19th Floor 
New York, New York 10007-1866 
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Dear Ms. Yeh, 
I am happy to have a new Veterans Training Center here in 
Newark. The center is employing local veterans, teaching green 
landscaping practices and also helping to supply our food 
programs. It's also part of the Sustainable Remedy for the Lower 
Passaic. I hope you will strongly consider this remedy and more 
community-based ecology programs as you weigh your options 

for cleaning up the Lower Passaic River. --------

Name: CZL/s H · 

Address~ .6 · ~ 0 
l( 

Date: _j_~/;{ 
I 

~et~c £-l.~ 
b¥~( 



Alice Yeh, Remedial Project Manager 
Environmental Protection Agency 

290 Broadway, 19th Floor 
New York, New York 10007-1866 
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Dear Ms. Yeh, 
I am happy to have a new Veterans Training Center here in 
Newark. The center is employing local veterans, teaching green 
landscaping practices and also helping to supply our food 
programs. It's also part of the Sustainable Remedy for the Lower 
Passaic. I hope you will strongly consider this remedy and more 
community-based ecology programs as you~1gh your opt1ons 
for cl~anmg up the Lower Passaic R1ver __.u__e=-s _____ _ 

I t-f so' J r; V' t h cf" 
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Date : <f( z/ t( 



Alice Yeh, Remedial Project Manager 
Environmental Protection Agency 

290 Broadway, 19th Floor 
New York, New York 10007-1866 
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Dear Ms. Yeh, 
I am concerned that a bank-to-bank dredge of the Lower Passaic 
River will adversely impact the business community for the 
foreseeable future. This approach could discourage new 
development and future investment by existing businesses in 
communities along the River. Please consider a remedy that will 
have less adverse impacts on the Northern New Jersey business 

community.------------------

, (k . ----r-r ~-Name: ~ t.fl!C -===' 

I f) u ;;. , , ~1 1- f'li!-L: I h 07a, 
Address 17 7 '---foi"'a d7t -t(ft ~ f...-/ J \ 

Date: fuJ· / -~ ¢6) LJ 
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Alice Yeh, Remedial Project Manager 
Environmental Protection Agency 

290 Broadway, 19th Floor 
New York, New York 10007-1866 
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Dear Ms. Yeh, 
I am happy to have a new Veterans Training Center here in 
Newark. The center is employing local veterans, teaching green 
landscaping practices and also helping to supply our food 
programs. It 's also part of the Sustainable Remedy for the Lower 
Passaic. I hope you will strongly consider this remedy and more 
community-based ecology programs as you weigh your options 

for cleaning up the Lower Passaic River. ---------

Name: L¢c-,C.\... L~~,~ 

Address : ~~~ :\()J~,e~ "",.. ~. ~<'O.v--1<. ~. 
Date : Y} ,,._1~''-t 



Alice Yeh, Remedial Project Manager 
Environmental Protection Agency 

290 Broadway, 19th Floor 
New York, New York 10007-1866 
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~ ~;< • . ~~;-. Dear Ms. Yeh, 
• -, -· ~:lam concerned that a bank-to-bank dredge of the Lower Passaic 

River will adversely impact the business community for the 
foreseeable future . This approach could discourage new 
development and future investment by existing businesses in 
communities along the River Please consider a remedy that will 
have less adverse impacts on the Northern New Jersey business 

community.------------------

Address : \ \ Vt\-\-<z.LC ~-

Date: _[\l...-....,;;..0_~~\....::;.3_.....;~:.....0_(.....;:{:.-.- -----



Alice Yeh, Remedial Project Manager 
Environmental Protection Agency 

290 Broadway, 19th Floor 
New York, New York 10007-1866 

,......,_") 

= 
..~:'" 

:Pw 
c 
c-· 

I..L) 

:Po 
::1: 

11 1 ··'' ' ''' ' '' · 1h1·1~~ , ..,~.4..jlol~~~~ l.,,,, ... p .. 

, .. ~ 
~"-' 

:;:;:J c.. 
0 . 

(/} 
CJ· 
5j f"T1 
rn~ 
o ·. 
---1 o ;n 

f' 1-, 

~c · 
(j ) ;;:c. 
c 

•1 

,-· 



Dear Ms. Yeh, 
·" I am concerned that a bank-to-bank d~dge of the Lower Passaic 

River will adversely impact the busin~§s community for the 
foreseeable future . This approach could discourage new 
development and future investment by existing businesses in 
communities along the River. Please consider a remedy that will 
have less adverse impacts on the Northern New Jersey business 

community.-------------------

Name: _.....,l,\...,J...l...-P..:....Y"'l....u...f\~~.;.L..._..:....___\A...___c.,--=--eJ--==..:..----
Address : ~S 5( ea·~ }nre_ I ~v'l ,AJ 
Date: __ __.:?'......___· _,_\ ~..,.L-· _ \ _'-\......,. ________ _ 
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Alice Yeh, Remedial Project Manager 
Environmental Protection Agency 

290 Broadway, 19th Floor 
New York, New York 1 0007-1866 
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- -~ ~- . Q~ar' Ms. Yeh, 
· ~ ... - '1 am concerned that a bank-to-bank dredge of the Lower Passaic 

River:~vill adversely impact the business community for the 
foreseeable future. This approach could discourage new 
development and future investment by existing businesses in 
communities along the River Please consider a remedy that will 
have less adverse impacts on the Northern New Jersey business 
community.-------------------



Alice Yeh, Remedial Project Manager 
Environmental Protection Agency 

290 Broadway, 19th Floor 
New York, New York 10007-1866 
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Dear Ms. Yeh, 
I live in New Jersey and travel on our State's major highways 
and bridges on a daily basis for both business and pleasure. I 
am concerned that a bank-to-bank dredge of the Lower Passaic 
River will create tremendous traffic problems on local roads, 
Routes 3, 21 , 78, 280 and the New Jersey Turnpike, thereby 
lengthening my daily commute and adversely impacting my 
quality of life. Please reconsider your plans for the bank to bank 
dredge and consider a remedy that will have less adverse 
impacts on New Jersey residents and commuters. 

Name: b r{_ /he ~ntfh 
Address: _~_(____..~-+--:...,__L£<__1_7'rn __ v_-e....-+--Jtc-~ ;Jj 
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Alice Yeh , Remedial Project Manager 
Environmental Protection Agency 

290 Broadway, 19th Floor 
New York, New York 10007-1866 
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Dear Ms. Yeh, 
I live in New Jersey and travel on our State's major highways 
and bridges on a daily basis fo'-both business and pleasure. I 
am .concerned that a bank-to-Bank dredge of the Lower Passaic 
River will create treme_ndous~r:a.!fic problems on local roads, 
Routes 3, 21 , 78, 280 and the,New Jersey Turnpike, thereby 
lengthening my daily commute and adversely impacting my 
quality of life. Please reconsider your plans for the bank to bank 
dredge and consider a remedy that will have less adverse 
impacts on New Jersey residents and commuters. 

Name: Jfff A1bu(tu) 
Address: _1_1 _~ __ fu_s-_t-+-~----L-t{.:........:.=U,_H_h:...._c----l...-'~ 
Date: ________________ ~~--~~~---------------
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~ Environmental Protection Agency 
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Dear Ms. Y~h, 
I am concerned.that a ba·nk-to:&nk dre-dge of the Lower Passaic 
River will adversely impact the business community for the 
foreseeable future . This approach could discourage new 
development and future investment by existing businesses in 
communities along the River. Please consider a remedy that will 
have less adverse impacts on the Northern New Jersey business 
community.------------------

Address: 

Name -~~~c....-=clj~t~~LAJ....:I).J..::d::_r:~a.w..:d~e"--------
~0 I~ Wfs~- 5-\- ul\ i (} · ~ CA'q \\)~ 010'6l 
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oate: __ ____::cr:;__~_;_l ~·s _.:· \4~--------
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m Alice Yeh, Remedial Project Manager 
Environmental Protection Agency 

g 290 Broadway, 19th Floor 
~ New York, NewYork10007-1866 
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Dear Ms. Yeh, 
I live in New Jersey and travel on our State's major highways 
and bridges on a daily basis for both business and pleasure. I 
am concerned that a bank-to-bank dredge of the Lower Passaic 
River will create tremendous traffic problems on local roads, 
Routes 3, 21, 78, 280 and the New Jersey Turnpike, thereby 
lengthening my daily commute and adversely impacting my 
quality of life. Please reconsider your plans for the bank to bank 
dredge and consider a remedy that will have less adverse 
impacts on New Jersey residents and commuters. 

Name: ----,...-':b_J___l U-_k...Z__.L.......!.....( ~.,..--U_f~·kJ_s --,.,-----=----.,-

Address: -'------+--=-~-----=/?:...._' w---1-f_S_/--+1 ____,.,r---:---f-__!....____;___ /JJ 
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(..!) Alice Yeh , Remedial Project Manager 
~ Environmental Protection Agency 
-::; 290 Broadway, 19th Floor 

New York, New York 10007-1866 



Dear Ms. Yeh, 
I live in New Jersey and travel on our State's major highways 
and bridges on a daily basis for both business and pleasure. I 
am concerned that a bank-to-bank dredge of the Lower Passaic 
River will create tremendous traffic problems on local roads, 
Routes 3, 21, 78, 280 and the New Jersey Turnpike, thereby 
lengthening my daily commute and adversely impacting my 
quality of life. Please reconsider your plans for the bank to bank 
dredge and consider a remedy that will have less adverse 
impacts on New Jersey residents and commuters. 

Name: __ D __ ~_u.L-_-_---_( =-a_v_·<...u-o_- --=----

Address: ')'3') ofto r?IUL. 7a V1t.UU(S r-.J:r 
Date:----=-~ ~1/"3--f-!:.-11-4--L/ ___ _ 
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Environmental Protection Agency 
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-'"' Dear Ms. Yeh, ~-
1 live in New Jersey and travel on our State's major highways 
and bridges on a daily basis for both business and pleasure. I 
am concerned that a bank-to-bank dredge of the Lower Passaic 
River will create tremendous traffic problems on local roads, 
Routes 3, 21 , 78, 280 and the New Jersey Turnpike, thereby 
lengthening my daily commute and adversely impacting my 
quality of life. Please reconsider your plans for the bank to bank 
dredge and consider a remedy that will have less adverse 
impacts on b Jerse.Y residents and commuters. 

Name lfC-/-ncL ~ 
Address: J iJO f f~1fritll 14-1 '/Jve !J~-v/tt /5-e~JJZ?<---JJr 
Date: _ _ _ il-/;____,3!--j 1--Ltj _____ _ 
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cr. Alice Yeh, Remedial Project Manager 
Environmental Protection Agency 

290 Broadway, 19th Floor 
New York, New York 1 0007-1866 
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Dear Ms. Yeh, 
I live in New Jersey and travel on our State's major highways 
and bridges on a daily basis for both business and pleasure. I 
am concerned that a bank-to-bank dredge of the Lower Passaic 
River will create tremendous traffic problems on local roads, 
Routes 3, 21, 78, 280 and the New Jersey Turnpike, thereby 
lengthening my daily commute and adversely impacting my 
quality of life. Please reconsider your plans for the bank to bank 
dredge and consider a remedy that will have less adverse 
impacts on New Jersey residents and commuters. 

Name fh~ I /wL () fil 0:J h 
Address: d-~ J1/le/~r<;~ [~ 'frv,ve_ • Jtt£Lr~&- tJ:r 

Date: ___ 0'-+-z---1-/ J!t'---1_'-f ____ _ 
I I 
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~ Alice Yeh, Remedial Project Manager 
~ Environmental Protection Agency 
~ 290 Broadway, 19th Floor 
' '"' New York, New York 1 0007-1866 
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-~· 
- Dear Ms. Yeh, ,: ;; . 

': .. --'::· .:. _ I a·m concerned that a baniU o-:bank dredge of the Lower Passaic 
River will adversely impact the business community for the 
foreseeable future_ This approach could discourage new 
development and future investment by existing businesses in 
communities along the River. Please consider a remedy that will 
have less adverse impacts on the ~J:-.Je_w__jersey business 
community_ _ ____ _ 

Name: -~:lf-L-lll:..4!-~,........+...:....::..~+4+-++--+---------,.......,....- OtOgl 

Address: ___,....':-f-'wi-+H-~..w....o...........,.__...........,f------lr-?'-''--~---H~· J;Jf ~ 
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Dear Ms. Yeh, --~.:: 
I live in New Jersey and travel ong ur·State's major highways 
and bridges on a daily basis for botli"business and pleasure_ I 
am concerned that a bank-to-bank dredge of the Lower Passaic 
River will create tremendous traffic problems on local roads, 
Routes 3, 21 , 78, 280 and the New Jersey Turnpike, thereby 
lengthening my daily commute and adversely impacting my 
quality of life. Please reconsider your plans for the bank to bank 
dredge and consider a remedy that will have less adverse 
impacts on New Jersey residents and commuters. 

Address: 
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Alice Yeh , Remedial Project Manager 
Environmental Protection Agency 

290 Broadway, 19th Floor 
New York, New York 10007-1866 
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Dear Ms. Yeh, ~:~~--
I live in New Jersey and travef''o-~our State's major highways 
and bridges on a daily basis for both business and pleasure. I 
am concerned that a bank-to-bank dredge of the Lower Passaic 
River will create tremendous traffic problems on local roads, 
Routes 3, 21 , 78 , 280 and the New Jersey Turnpike, thereby 
lengthening my daily commute and adversely impacting my 
quality of life. Please reconsider your plans for the bank to bank 
dredge and consider a remedy that will have less adverse 
impacts on New Jersey residents and commuters. 

Name: ScoTT L « n 11 ()X 

Address:!sb' 12 /V¢. /L S.,.d.... ALl-€/ t. 'IP/JBatlJT A/T 
Date: At<..-?' I 'j tbOI{ 
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Alice Yeh, Remedial Project Manager 
Environmental Protection Agency 

290 Broadway, 19th Floor 
New York, NewYork 10007-1866 
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Dear Ms. Yeh, 
::-- I am happy to have a new Veterans Training Center here in 

Newark. The center is employing local veterans, teaching green 
landscaping practices and also helping t o supply our food 
programs It's also part of the Sustainable Remedy for the Lower 
Passaic. I hope you will strongly consider this remedy and more 
community-based ecology programs as you weigh your options 

for cleaning up the Lower Passaic River --------
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Alice Yeh, Remedial Project Manager 
Environmental Protection Agency 

290 Broadway, 19th Floor 
New York, New York 10007-1866 
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Dear Ms. Yeh, 
I live in New Jersey and travel on our State's major highways 
and bridges on a daily basis for both business and pleasure. I 
am concerned that a bank-to-bank dredge of the Lower Passaic 
River will create tremen~raffic problems on local roads, 
Routes 3, 21 , 78, 280 a~ New Jersey Turnpike, thereby 
lengthening my daily co~te and adversely impacting my 
quality of life. Please rec..Wer your plans for the bank to bank 
dredge and consider a remedy that will have less adverse 
impacts on New Jersey residents and commuters. 

Name: _L_tJ+-=-v'\LL/\~<l~....t..M____..:~?\,...:.\.....1........:. "t-:....!.lf.....::.2=-------

Address: _1~}..L......::::::S:.._____;_,p A-'-"-· "-{Y....:...;~~/t-1'-oL. ~V...w::.e-:..JQM.<C-:-a.:::....=...._ 
oate: L'Jtvr},LNT N J ot§H 
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~ Alice Yeh, Remedial Project Manager 
c..-:o~ Environmental Protection Agency 
""" 290 Broadway, 19th Floor 

New York, New York 10007-1866 



Dear Ms. Yeh, 
I am concerned that a bank-to-bank dredge of the Lower Passaic 
River will adversely impact the business community for the 
foreseeable future. This approach could discourage new 
development and future investment by existing businesses in 
communities along the Riv ease consider a remedy that will 
have less adverse impacts~e Northern New Jersey business 
community. · 

0~ :UO: · 

Name: ____ ~~------------~~~----~----~---

Address: ____ CJ~~~~~~~~--------~--------~~ 
Date: ---"'J:::;.._~-----'--+---'-~......,;.R)-+-r-J ~----""---=-.....;........;-
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GT'I Alice Yeh, Remedial Project Manager 
;-; Environmental Protection Agency 
:.:.:> 290 Broadway, 19th Floor 
:; New York, New York 10007-1866 



Dear Ms. Yeh, - .--· 
· :_, )· ;.;;>r·lliveJn· ~~YJ 'Je·;se;y:~if.t'~~~~~- op out State's major highways 

: ·::,~./_;;_:~. '"·'.li,,.~li'CI 'b,ridge~ 'or'·a ·dai!Y.hasllrfor- both"business and pleasure. I 
am 'c'oncerned thaf'a bank-to-bank dredge of the Lower Passaic 
River will create tremendous traffic problems on local roads, 
Routes 3, 21, 78 , 280 and the New Jersey Turnpike, thereby 
lengthening my daily COIDlillute and adversely impacting my 
quality of life. Please reconsider your plans for the bank to bank 
dredge and consider a remedy that will have less adverse 
impacts on New Jersey resiGents and commuters. 

-

Name: ____,i .,....'·l'-'-l ..:....:Q_f\_O.----'\S=--'--.. t-'-1 l._j'-"'u'-~-('jL.C.- l_M-=ca=~'-'C"""""-· :> __ _ 

Address: ~~ 3 f'? A r \6. ··Av-e_ L "J V\ 0 h v v ) +- (\J :J J 1 0 l J 
Date: _ ____,g~j ---=! b'----~-/_1 lf~_____,...\-- /---
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Alice Yeh, Remedial Project Manager 
Environmental Protection Agency 

290 Broadway, 19th Floor 
New York, New York 10007-1866 
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Deeut. ~l::;:yen, 

I live IR'Wei Jersey and travel on our State's major highways 
and bridges on a daily basis for both business and pleasure. I 
am concerned that a bank-to-bank dredge of the Lower Passaic 
River will create tremendous traffic problems on local roads, 
Routes 3, 21, 78, 280 and the New Jersey Turnpike, thereby 
lengthening my daily commute and adversely impacting my 
quality of life. Please reconsider your plans for the bank to bank 
dredge and consider a remedy that will have less adverse 
impacts on New Jersey residents and commuters. 

Name: (I} tfA/< ~o/36 /_( 5 

Address: 3{ CC> J'P L.-4 .u ~ HbP! (Ajt:J/GP 

Date: ?{ ( Cf/ It{ 
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:; Alice Yeh, Remedial Project Manager 
Environme~rotection Agency 

290 Broadway, 19th Floor 
New York, NewYot.k 10007-1866 
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Dear Ms. Yeh, - ~-
1 am happy to have a new Veterans Training Center here in 
Newark. The center is employing local veterans, teaching green 
landscaping practices and also helping to supply our food 
programs. It's also part of the Susta inable Remedy for the Lower 
Passa ic. I hope you will strongly consider this remedy and more 
community-based ecology prOQiiiDlS as you weigh your options 

for cleaning up the Lower Passaic River. --------

Name 1/mQ~~ flu ff 
Address•' L-/S 11~ --.Sf /l)~J:_NJ {)710 ) 

Date• ;?-If> -d{)llj 
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Alice Yeh, Remedial Project Manager 
Environmental Protection Agency 

290 Broadway, 19th Floor 
New York, New York 10007-1866 
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Dear Ms. Yeh, 
I am happy to have a new Veterans Tra-ining Center here in 

Newark. The center is employing local veterans, teaching green 
landscaping practices and also helping to supply our food 
programs. It's also part of the Sustainable Remedy for the Lower 
Passaic. I hope you will strongly consider this remedy and more 
community-based ecology programs as you weigh your options 

for cleaning up the Lower Passaic "River. --------



Alice Yeh, Remedial Project Manager 
Environmental Protection Agency 

290 Broadway, 19th Floor 
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Dear Ms. Yeh, 
I am happy to have a new Veterans Training Center here in 
Newark The center is employing local veterans, teaching green 
landscaping practices and also helping to supply our food 
programs. It's also part of .the Sustainable Remedy for the Lower 
Passaic. I hope you will s ·-:gly consider this remedy and more 
community-based ecolog ograms as you weigh your options 

for cleaning up the Lowerl"assaic River. --------
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Alice Yeh, Remedial Project Manager 
Environmental Protection Agency 

290 Broadway, 19th Floor 
New York, New York 10007-1866 



Dear Ms. Yeh, 
I am happy to have a new Veterans Tra ining Center here in 
Newark. The center is employing local veterans, teaching green 
landscaping practices and also helping to supply our food 
programs. It's plso part of the Sustainable Remedy for the Lower 
Passaic. I hope you will strongly consider tnis remedy and more 
community-based ecology programs as you weigh your options 

for cleaning up the Lower Passaic River. --------

Name : MtfU ..frb;n.s?JQ 
Address: P- s-7 ~rVzJ PI 
Date <{$ - f 7 -/ '-f 
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290 Broadway, 19th Floor 
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Dear Ms. Yeh, 
I am happy to have a new Veterans Training Center here in 
Newark. The center is employing local veterans, teaching green 
landscaping practices and also helping to supply our food 
programs. It's also part of the Sustainable Remedy for the Lower 
Passaic. I hope you will strongly consider this remedy and more 
community-based ecology programs as you weigh your options 

for cleaning up the Lower Passaic River. --------
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Alice Yeh, Remedial Project Manager 
Environmental Protection Agency 

290 Broadway, 19th Floor 
New York, New York 10007-1866 



Dear Ms. Yeh, 
I am happy to have a new Veterans~ir13ining Center here in 
Newark.' The center is employing loc~l veterans, teaching green 
landscaping practices and also heiping to supply our food 
programs. It's also part of the Sustainable Remedy for the Lower 
Passaic. I hope you will strongly consider this remedy and more 

community-based ecology programs as you weigh your options 

for cleaning up the Lower Passaic River. --------

Name : V !intJ'I€.h UtLI?dV 
Address i-ts- LJfh sf ·# d.... W..tu.~oue.t,(l!Jo?;tJ J 
Date Cj -18 'i).{) /Lj 
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DearMs.Yeh, . 
I am happy to have a new Veterans Tra ining Center here in 
Newark. The center is employing local veterans, t~aching green 
landscaping practices and also helping to supply our food 
programs. It's also part of the Susta inable Remedy for the Lower 
Passa ic. I hope you will strongly consider this remedy and more 
community-based ecology programs as you weigh your options 

for clean ing up the Lower Passaic River. --------

Na~~~ 
Address • 7cjS tnvh//1 Av-660N:fozol f 
Date f-- /tf- I<:( 
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Alice Yeh, Remedial Project Manager 
Environmental Protection Agency 

290 Broadway, 19th Floor 
New York, New York 10007-1866 



Dear Ms. Yeh, 
I am happy to have a new Veterans Training Center here in 
Newark. The center is employing local veterans, teaching green 
landscaping practices and also helping to supply our food 
programs It's also part of the Sustainable Remedy for the Lower 
Passaic. I hope you will 9t - ·· · ~.-,nsider this remedy and more 
community-based ecolo91<. 'fl~1 "'' ns as you weigh your options 
for cleaning up the Lower~afsa i c River. --------

Name bijat7f CA~'/t:...::::S....!..I.frnt....L....!t.:l~~~-' ___ _ 

Address • 1-/~ LfM SrNu)Jate/(1/L(5 07toJ 
Date ~,/ 't ·?tJ!'f 
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Environmental Protection Agency 

290 Broadway, 19th Floor 
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Dear Ms. Yeh, 
I am happy to have a new Veterans Training Center here in 
Newark. The center is employing local veterans, teaching green 
landscaping practices and also helping to supply our food 
programs. It's also part of the Sustainable Remedy for the Lower 
Passaic. I hope you will strongly consider this remedy and more 
community-based ecology programs as you weigh your options 

for cleaning up the Lower Passaic River. --------

~VI!) Name .Sf e p f)D n 
Address if~ 'jih~ 
Date: ~ -(¥-(l (} /Lf 

N)})J~.Ji2J_ (fl)J 0710) 
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Environmental Protection Agency 
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Dear Ms. Yeh, . -c:: ~- ,-. 
I am happy to have a new Veterans ffaining Center here in 
Newark. The center is employing local veterans, teaching green 
landscaping practices and also helping to supply our food 
programs. It's also part of the Sustainable Remedy for the Lower 
Passaic. I hope you will stron\:_ .sider this remedy and more 

community-based ecology programs as you weigh your options 

for cleaning up the Lower Passaic River. --------

Name : bR~fS t/kb!Jn /lvf-( 
Address: 'js- 'ffit C>f # r2 /J.tWat?/(NJO?J07 
Date: 6 -f 7 -d0/'f 
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Environmental Protection Agency 
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__ ·.· ·Dear Ms. Yeh, 
I am happy to have a new Veterans Training Center here in 
Newark. The center is employing local veterans, teaching green 
landscaping practices and also helping to supply our food 
programs. It's also part of the Sustainable Remedy for the Lower 
Passaic. I hope you will strongly consider this remedy and more 
community-based ecology programs as you weigh your options 
for cleaning up the Lower Passaic River. --------

Name ()JJ I ff'!:e C ~ ( tSftha.,J . 
Address: LJS Lft71 Sf t+ ~ NVJJtLtC./C!IIJo ?!o? 
Date: g-- / 7 -dU 1'1 
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Alice Yeh, Remedial Project Manager 
Environmental Protection Agency 

290 Broadway, 19th Floor 
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Dear Ms. Yeh, 
I am happy to have a new Veterans Training Center here in 
Newark. The center is employing local veterans, teaching green 
landscaping practices and also helping to supply our food 
programs. It's also part of the Sustainable Remedy for the Lower 
Passaic. I hope you will s,.. ~ . ...:·¥ consider this remedy and more 
community-based ecolo~grams as you weigh your options 
for cleaning up the Lower "Passaic River. --------

Name /0r~ CAri~ s-· 
Address: LIS LJ-Hr-.S::f~ ?0).?1t;;f_ NJ IJ7; ()7 

oate: 4b ~/;Jo!J.j 
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Dear Ms. Yeh, 
I am happy to have a new Veterans Training Center here in 
Newark. The center is employing local veterans, teaching green 
landscaping practices and also helping to supply our food 
programs. It's also part of the Sustainable Remedy for the Lower 
Passaic. I hope you will strongly consider this remedy and more 
community-based ecology programs as you weigh your options 

for cleaning up the Lower Passaic River. ---------
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Dear __ Ms. Yeh, 
' · "= · ~--·· :-,~. ·, 

I ar::rip~y :to ltave a new Veterans Tra ining Center here in 
Newa~. Trfe:center is employing local veteraQ.$, teaching green 

' . _, ' 

landscaping practices and also helping to supp[¥ our food 
programs. It's also part of the Sustainable Remedy for the Lower 
Passaic. I hope you wil l st!Dngly consider.this remedy and more 
community-based ecology programs a~ 'you weigh your options 
for cleaning up the Lower P ssaip Riv 

{ 

Address: 

Name: __....M--I.l<A..u.::Yj~I~Q)/}~f-/2-__.....:...._J.(_..;...._;Ytd;:;...:;.........,;.....rnJ __ -,--

~~f~~ ~;s-rfL 
Date: __..:::0~9J"-+-'/ _,_j -+-q+-J/~1----
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Dear Ms. Yeh, 
I am happy to have a T^W Veterans Training Center here in 
Newark. The center is employing local veterans, teaching green 
landscaping practices and_^al^, helping to supply our food 
programs. It's also part of thiTStetainable Remedy for the Lower 
Passaic. I hope you will strongly consider this remedy and more 
community-based ecology programs as you weigh your options 
for cleaning up the Lower Passaic River. 

Name : 6 i^cK a 
Address: 
Date:. 
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Dear Ms. Yeh, 
I am happy to have a new Veterans Training Center here in 
Newark. The center is employing local veterans, teaching green 
landscaping practices and also helping to supply our food 
programs. It's also part of the Sastainable Remedy for the Lower 
Passaic. I hope you will strongly consider this remedy and more 
community-based ecology programs as you weigh your options 
for cleaning up the Lower Passaic River. 

Name: ± 
Address. 
Date: 
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Alice Yeh, Remedial Project Manager 
Environmental Protection Agency 

290 Broad\way, 19tti Floor 
New York, New York 10007-1866 



Dear Ms. Yeh, 
I live in New Jersey and travel en our State's major higtiways 
and bridges on a daily basis for both business and pleasure. I 
am concerned that a bank-to-bank dredge of the Lower Passaic 
River will create tremendous traffic problems on local roads, 
Routes 3, 21, 78, 280 and the New Jersey Turnpike, thereby 
lengthening my daily commute and adversely impacting my 
quality of life. Please reconsider your plans for the bank to bank 
dredge and consider a remedy that will have less adverse 
impacts on New Jersey residents and commuters. 

Name: 
Address 
Date: 

f 



. i.i. ' >•• ' <••• 

Alice Yeh, Remedial Project Manager 
Environmental Protection Agency 

290 Broadway, 19th Floor 
New York, New York 10007-1866 
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